


Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

6.0 COORDINATION 
Department of Interior (DOI): A copy of this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be provided to the 
Department of Interior for review and comment.  

Officials with jurisdiction: There are six officials with jurisdiction over park and historic properties within 
the Design Corridors under consideration for the SEIS: 

• Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR); 
• The City of Suffolk Department of Parks and Recreation;  
• Suffolk Public Schools;  
• The Town of Windsor, Town Manager; 
• Isle of Wight County Department of Parks, and Recreation; and 
• Isle of Wight County Schools. 

This draft evaluation is being circulated to the officials with jurisdiction.  Preliminary coordination has 
also occurred with the following: 

• VDHR: VDHR is the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  Coordination with the 
SHPO has included the identification of the APE and identification of historic properties pursuant 
to 36 CFR Part 800.  Additional coordination per the Section 106 process will continue 
throughout the development of the SEIS, and that coordination will include an effect 
determination. 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP): As appropriate, the ACHP will be notified 
following a determination of adverse effect to historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 and 
the identification of a preferred alternative. 

• To aid in the identification of Section 4(f) resources, the City of Suffolk Department of Parks and 
Recreation; Suffolk Public Schools, the Town of Windsor, Isle of Wight County Department of 
Parks and Recreation, and Isle of Wight County Schools were contacted via letter in June 2014.  
Further coordination will continue as the study progresses. 

• Localities: In the study area, Route 460 passes through portions of the Counties of Prince George, 
Surry, Sussex, Southampton and Isle of Wight; the City of Suffolk; the incorporated towns of 
Waverly, Wakefield, Ivor, and Windsor; and the unincorporated communities of Disputanta and 
Zuni.  Representatives from these localities have participated in study scoping in accordance with 
NEPA.  Each of these localities will receive copies of this draft Section 4(f) evaluation and the 
SEIS for review and comment. 

• Public: In accordance with NEPA, the public will have an opportunity to review and comment on 
the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and SEIS.  Comments from the public related to the Section 4(f) 
analysis will be provided to appropriate Agency’s with Jurisdiction (as it relates to de minimis 
determinations) and responded to in the final SEIS. 
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Appendix B - LIST OF TECHNICAL REPORTS 

Aesthetics and Visual Quality Technical Memorandum 

Air Quality Analysis Technical Report 

Alternatives Technical Report 

Archaeological Assessment 

Architectural Survey 

Hazardous Materials Technical Report 

Natural Resource Technical Report 

Noise Analysis Technical Report 

Photointerpretation Technical Report 

Right of Way and Relocations Technical Report 

Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Report 

Traffic and Transportation Technical Report 





Appendix C AGENCY COORDINATION 

Appendix C AGENCY COORDINATION 

As part of the outreach efforts involved in the development of this Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) have participated in extensive 
coordination with federal, state, and local agencies, in addition to engaging in public involvement.  The 
table below lists the agencies and correspondence that was received over the course environmental study, 
in order to support the development of the SEIS, which is captured as part of this appendix in the pages 
that follow.  Additional details on the coordination efforts involved in this evaluation are described in 
Chapter 7.0, Comments and Coordination, in the SEIS. 

ID No. Agency Summary of Correspondence Correspondence 
Date 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

1 U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service Cooperating Agency Decline May 7, 2013 

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Cooperating Agency Acceptance May 30, 2014 
STATE AGENCIES 

3 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Concurrence with Revised East/West 
Termini March 7, 2014 

4 Virginia Department of Transportation Notification to VDHR of SEIS 
Alternatives June 2, 2014 

5 Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
Concurrence on VDOT’s Survey 
Methodology for Alternative 
Alignments 

June 25, 2014 

6 Virginia Department of Transportation 
Conveyance Letter to VDHR – 
Architectural Survey  and VDHR 
Concurrence 

July 3, 2014 

7 Virginia Department of Transportation Conveyance Letter to VDHR – 
Archaeological Assessment July 22, 2014 

8 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Concurrence on Mt. Zion Cemetery July 22, 2014 
9 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Acceptance of Archaeological Survey August 25, 2014 

10 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Concurrence on Railroad Boundaries September 2, 2014 
11 Virginia Department of Forestry Big Woods Timber Managemetn July 9, 2014 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

12 City of Suffolk City of Suffolk Comments on SEIS 
Evaluation February 4, 2014 

13 Franklin – Southampton Department of 
Community Development SEIS Comments February 4, 2014 

14 County of Isle of Wight, Planning and 
Zoning SEIS Information Request February 5, 2014 

15 Prince George County,  
Community Development VDOT Comment Requests February 20, 2014 

16 Franklin – Southampton Department of 
Community Development Planning SEIS Agenda Topics April 17, 2014 

17 Surry County Surry County Response May 6, 2014 
18 City of Suffolk, Division of Planning SEIS Comments May 9, 2014 
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  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 1700 NORTH MAIN STREET 
 SUFFOLK, VIRGINIA 23434

      Charles A. Kilpatrick, P.E.  
 Commissioner 

February 10, 2014 

Route:  U.S. Route 460 
VDOT Project:    0460-969-101, PE101 (UPC 100432) 
VDHR File No.: 2002-1760 
City/County:  City of Suffolk; Counties of Prince George, Sussex, Surry, Southampton, 

and Isle of Wight 
Funding/Document: Federal/Reevaluation of FEIS and ROD 

Ms. Julie V. Langan, Acting Director 
ATTN: Marc Holma, Office of Review and Compliance 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23221 

Dear Ms. Langan: 

In a letter dated June 13, 2013, we notified your office of the Virginia Department of 
Transportation’s (VDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) plan to reevaluate 
the 2008 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Route 460 Location Study in 
reference to changes proposed to the eastern and western termini and to a proposed relocation 
of the interchange at Route 620 in Sussex County to Route 628.   The purpose of our present 
letter is to provide you and other consulting parties to the Section 106 process for the project the 
results of VDOT’s efforts to identify architectural historic properties (above-ground resources) 
that might be affected by the proposed changes to the project design and to assess the 
potential for these changes to affect archaeological historic properties.   

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

VDOT, in cooperation with FHWA, began reevaluating environmental studies for the U.S. Route 
460 Location Study in 2012.  In accordance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and 23 CFR 771, FHWA completed a FEIS for the proposed project in June 2008 
and signed a Record of Decision (ROD) in September 2008.  The Selected Alternative identified 
in the ROD was Modified Candidate Build Alternative 1 (Modified CBA-1), which was identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS.  This alternative entails construction of a new east-west 
transportation link generally running south of and parallel to existing U.S. Route 460 between 
Interstate 295 in Prince George County and U.S. Route 58 in the City of Suffolk, Virginia. The 
typical cross section for the limited access highway would include four 12-foot-wide lanes with 
shoulders and a 40-foot-wide graded median. 

Previous historic properties coordination of this project with your office and other consulting 
parties pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f; 36 
CFR Part 800) culminated in the execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) on September 7, 
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2007, among your office, FHWA, and VDOT.  The PA was amended and its duration was 
extended on September 4, 2012.  

As part of the 2012 reevaluation effort, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, performed additional 
architectural survey to determine if any above-ground historic resources not previously meeting 
the 50-year-old threshold during the surveys which preceded execution of the PA in 2007 
should now be considered for eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Your 
office concurred with VDOT on November 6, 2012, that the ten architectural resources 
documented in the 2012 survey are not eligible for the NRHP. 

CONSULTING PARTIES TO THE SECTION 106 PROCESS 

In addition to your department, consulting parties who participated in the development of the 
2007 PA for the project included the Virginia Council on Indians (VCI) and the Tuscarora Nation, 
a federally-recognized Indian tribe.  The VCI had been eliminated from the Executive Branch of 
the government of the Commonwealth of Virginia by the time the PA was amended in 2012.   
Thus, the 2012 amendment revised the PA to require consultation with “appropriate Indian 
tribes recognized by the Commonwealth of Virginia.”  In early November 2013, VDOT wrote to 
three of the tribes recognized by the Commonwealth --  the Nansemond Indian Tribe, 
Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indian Tribe, and the Nottoway of Virginia Indian Tribe – to determine 
whether the tribes had an interest in participating as consulting parties to the Section 106 
process for the Route 460 Location Study.  The Nottoway and the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) 
tribes responded affirmatively to VDOT’s invitation.  Thus, VDOT has recognized the 
Nottoway and the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) tribes as consulting parties to this project 
and is copying each on this correspondence for the purpose of providing them the 
opportunity to comment on the findings presented herein.   VDOT received no response 
from our outreach to the Nansemond Indian Tribe.  In coordination leading up to the execution 
of the PA in 2007, the Tuscarora Nation ultimately indicated that they wish to be consulted 
further on the Route 460 project only in the event that human remains of likely Native American 
origin are encountered.  The American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP) has not 
previously been recognized as a Section 106 consulting party on the Route 460 Location Study 
project; however, VDOT is providing the ABPP a copy of this letter should they wish to 
provide comments on VDOT’s findings regarding the NRHP-eligibility of the Siege of 
Suffolk (CWSAC No. VA031) battlefield. 

PROPOSED PROJECT CHANGES 

In 2013, VDOT and FHWA’s efforts to reevaluate the 2008 FEIS were expanded to include 
proposed changes to the project at the western terminus in the vicinity of I-295 in Prince George 
County and at the eastern terminus near Route 58 in the City of Suffolk.  Changes to the 
western terminus generally include a shift to the south from Rives Road westward to allow a 
direct connection to Interstate 295.  Changes to the eastern terminus, some of which lie outside 
of the approved NEPA planning corridor, include work within the area between General Early 
Drive (at the west) and Route 58 (at the east).  Additional consideration is also being given to 
relocating the interchange proposed at Route 620 in Sussex County to Route 628.  By letter 
dated June 13, 2013, VDOT notified your department of these proposed changes. The locations 
of the proposed changes are depicted in Attachment 1 to this present letter.  

HISTORIC RESOURCES STUDIES FOR AREAS OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

For the purpose of taking into account the effect the proposed changes to Modified CBA-1 may 
have on historic properties, VDOT and its consultant, Coastal Carolina Research (CCR), have 
completed additional cultural resources technical studies for the Route 460 Location Study.  
With the assistance of CCR, VDOT has conducted field survey to identify any architectural 
(above-ground) historic properties that might be affected by the proposed changes and 
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assessed the potential for significant archaeological sites to be impacted.  If the proposed 
changes to the project are approved for implementation, the VDOT will conduct field survey to 
conclusively identify any archaeological sites that might be affected. 

Architectural Survey 

The results of the architectural survey for the proposed changes to Modified CBA-1 are 
summarized in the enclosed Architectural Management Summary (January 2014) prepared by 
Jeroen van den Hurk and Susan E. Bamann of CCR.  Also enclosed are printed copies of the 
Reconnaissance Level Survey forms that CCR earlier submitted electronically to your 
department’s Data Sharing System and photographic prints and sketch maps of each of the 
newly recorded resources identified during the survey for inclusion in your department’s 
archives. 

 The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for architectural resources, which addressed direct and 
indirect effects which may result from the proposed changes to Modified CBA-1, was defined as 
including 1) those structures within the 500-ft-wide planning corridors for the refined modified 
western and eastern termini and the interchange planning areas at Route 628, and  2) those 
structures adjacent to or visible from the planning areas for the termini (generally at least a 
1000-ft corridor plus additional areas depending on viewshed); and those structures adjacent to 
or visible from the proposed area for the Route 628 interchange.  The survey methodology 
employed by CCR is described in the attached management summary.   

Western Terminus, Prince George County:    The APE for the proposed change to the 
western terminus was found to contain three previously recorded resources (DHR Inventory 
Nos. 074-5030, 074-5031, 074-5091) which previously had been determined not eligible for the 
NRHP by your department.  An additional previously recorded resource (DHR No. 123-5024), is 
a Civil War battlefield (CWSAC No. VA098, “Petersburg I”) defined by the American Battlefield 
Protection Program (ABPP) during their 1993 study; however, a CRM Event entered into the 
DHR’s VCRIS form for the resource and dated January 24, 2007, notes that “Preliminary survey 
data from ABPP indicates that this historic Civil War battlefield is likely not eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places.”  CWSAC Battlefield No. VA098 is also marked as not 
retaining enough integrity to be eligible for the NRHP on a list of the Virginia CWSAC battlefields 
dated January 19, 2007, and provided by Paul Hawke of the ABPP to John E. Wells of VDOT by 
letter dated January 24, 2007, and copied by the ABPP to Dr. Ethel Eaton, DHR, and Paul 
Loether, NRHP.  All of the Potential National Register areas for Civil War battlefields in the 
vicinity of the revised western terminus defined by the ABPP in their 2009 update to the 1993 
Civil War Sites Advisory Commission’s Report on the Nation’s Civil War Battlefields for the 
Commonwealth of Virginia are located west of existing Interstate 95 or 295 and outside of the 
project’s APE. CCR’s survey also identified 12 resources within the APE for the revised western 
terminus that had never previously been recorded (074-5193, 074-5194, 074-5195, 074-5196, 
074-5197, 074-5198, 074-5199, 074-5200, 074-5201, 074-5202, 074-5203, 074-5204).  The 
VDOT believes that the NRHP eligibility determinations made earlier for the four previously 
recorded resources remain applicable and that the twelve newly recorded resources do not 
meet NRHP eligibility criteria. 

Route 628 Interchange Area, Sussex County:  CCR identified no architectural resources 
50 or more years of age within the APE for the proposed Route 628 interchange area. 

Eastern Terminus, City of Suffolk:  Nine resources within the APE for the eastern 
terminus area previously had been recorded in relation to the Route 460 Location Study.  Your 
department has previously concurred with VDOT’s determination that eight of these resources 
(133-0746, 133-5183, 133-5184, 133-5185, 133-5186, 133-5188, 133-5189, 133-5190) do not 
meet NRHP eligibility criteria.  VDOT believes these previous determinations remain applicable.  
VDOT also believes that none of the nine resources (133-5425, 133-5426, 133-5427, 133-5428, 
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133-5429, 133-5430, 133-5431, 133-5432, 133-5433) CCR newly recorded within the APE are 
eligible for the NRHP. 

 One additional resource previously has been recorded within the APE for the eastern terminus. 
DHR Resource No. 133-5039, the Siege of Suffolk battlefield, was first recorded in January 
2007 based on preliminary survey data provided by the ABPP as part of their 2009 Virginia 
update to the 1993 Civil War Sites Advisory Commission’s Report on the Nation’s Civil War 
Battlefields.  This resource merits extended discussion since the definition of its boundaries by 
the ABPP has evolved considerably over time.  The VDOT also questions whether the lands 
within the APE for the revised eastern terminus that are currently proposed by the ABPP to be 
potentially eligible for the NRHP possess sufficient integrity to meet the NRHP criteria of 
eligibility. 

Siege of Suffolk (DHR No. 133-5039, CWSAC No. VA031) 

Historic Context 

The conflict known as the Siege of Suffolk, April 11-May 4, 1863, was the culmination of a much 
larger campaign that began nearly a year before.  While the conflict itself was never considered 
a major battle and has been labeled “the Forgotten Campaign” (Cormier 1989), there was great 
strategic importance to the Union occupation and later Confederate “siege”, especially for the 
Confederate Army.  A good indication of how important the Suffolk campaign was to 
Confederate General Robert E. Lee’s overall strategy is the men he assigned to execute it.  Lee 
put Lieutenant General James Longstreet in charge, with Major General George E. Pickett and 
General John B. Hood among others under Longstreet’s command.  The main objective for 
Longstreet’s Suffolk campaign was to forage for and procure food to feed Lee’s Army of 
Northern Virginia for the coming offensive push in the spring against General Joseph D. 
Hooker’s forces near Chancellorsville, Virginia (Cormier 1989:17-20; Wills 2001:147). 

The south side of Hampton Roads, including Suffolk, had been under Confederate control until 
May of 1862.  On May 10, General John E. Wool landed on the south side of the James River, 
and with the support of Union navy gunboats, took Norfolk with little resistance.  On May 12, 
Colonel Charles C. Dodge and the New York Mounted Rifles road into Suffolk without incident.  
By this time the Confederates had withdrawn across the Blackwater River 20 miles to the west 
(Hobbs 1979:2-6).  Things would remain fairly static for nearly a year.  Initially, most of the 
residents of Suffolk and the surrounding countryside remained in their homes as the Union 
forces occupied the area.  The Suffolk garrison was part of General John Dix’s Seventh Army 
Corps of the Army of the Potomac, and was under the command General Joseph K. F. Marshall 
until he was replaced by Major General John James Peck at the end of September.  Peck would 
command the Suffolk garrison until after the siege (Cormier 1989, Wills 2001).  Under Peck’s 
command during this period, were, in addition to Colonel Dodge, Colonel Samuel Spear, 
Colonel Michael Corcoran, Lieutenant Edgar Kimball, and General G. W. Getty (Cormier 
1989:312-314). 

The initial Union occupation of Suffolk amounted to the garrisoning of troops and patrolling of 
the area, but it gradually grew to include fortifying the town by means of trenches and redoubts.  
Fortifications were also established along the south and east side of the Nansemond River, 
north of Suffolk.  For the next eight months, the two sides participated in somewhat of a stand-
off with the Confederate forces gathering west of the Blackwater River near Franklin, and the 
Union forces continuing to entrench their positions around Suffolk.  These positions created a 
“no man’s land” out of the nearly 20 miles between the two fronts.  Between September 28, 
1862, and March 17, 1863, there were at least 30 actions that lead to armed conflict (Cormier 
1989:39).  During this time, Longstreet, Hood, and Picket were in Northern Virginia with the 
initial phase of the Suffolk campaign under the command of General Roger A. Pryor (Hobbs 
1979:8).  
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In addition to procuring supplies for Lee’s army, others in the Confederate War Department 
pressed to engage the Union Army at Suffolk with the hopes of regaining Portsmouth and 
Norfolk.  This objective was the subject of a number of communications between Lee and 
Longstreet in the weeks leading up to the major offensive in April and May of 1863.  As the 
Union forces grew in numbers, Longstreet felt he did not have a large enough force to 
successfully take Suffolk (Cormier 1989:43; Wills 2001:121-122).   

The major action for the siege began on April 11, 1863.  Longstreet, Hooker, and Pickett had 
come south to join Brigadier General Micah Jenkins, who had replaced Pryor in March.  The 
Confederate forces advanced across the Blackwater River and made first contact with the Union 
pickets along South Quay Road, southwest of Suffolk.  Given the size of Longstreet’s army, he 
had no expectation of surprising the Union army.  Pickett had the Confederate’s right flank and 
to the left of them were Jenkins’ men.  Longstreet’s men headed straight to Suffolk and Hood 
had the left flank between Longstreet and the western branch of the Nansemond River (Cormier 
1989:101).     

Another engagement occurred on this same day at Providence Church, located at the 
intersection of current Route 604 and Route 460 (then Providence Church Road and now 
Pruden Blvd.), about one mile west of the APE for the revised eastern terminus (Exhibit 4).  
Early on the evening of April 11, Confederates belonging to General John B. Hood’s division 
attacked a Federal detachment from Lieutenant Colonel B. F. Onderdonk’s First New York 
Mounted Rifles at Providence Church.  The Confederate attack was very violent and forced the 
New Yorkers to retreat down the road in the direction of Suffolk, through the current APE.  The 
retreating Union troopers were forced to swim their horses across the Nansemond River into 
Suffolk, since the Union commander, alerted to the Confederate advance, had already ordered 
the bridge destroyed (Cormier 1989:88-89).  The Confederates, now in possession of the 
church, established themselves there and constructed earthworks.   

Following the Providence Church engagement, General Hood established several lines of 
breastworks and rifle pits straddling Providence Church Road.  He established his headquarters 
along Providence Church Road, midway between Providence Church and the Union lines 
(Cormier 1989:101; see Attachments 2 and 3).  As mapped in Attachment 4, the defensive lines 
would extend into the APE for the proposed revision for the eastern terminus of Modified CBA-1 
in the southeast quadrant of the Providence Church Road (Pruden Blvd) and General Early 
Drive intersection.  In general terms, referring to earthworks throughout the siege area, Union 
General Peck and others would later describe the Confederate earthworks as involving “not less 
than 10 miles of batteries, covered ways, and rifle pits” with some parapets of up to 12-15 feet 
thick” and “the rebel works . . . much stronger and more neatly finished than our own works of 
the same class” (Cormier 1989:182). 

The Union’s northern position was strengthened by Union gunboats on the Nansemond River 
(which flows north toward the James River) to the north of the town.  After reconnoitering the 
defenses of Suffolk, Longstreet realized that the town was too well fortified to the south for a 
successful assault.  This prompted Longstreet to look to the more vulnerable northern defenses. 
Peck had made the decision to rely on cooperation from the naval forces to defend Suffolk’s 
northern perimeter, primarily with gun boats along the Nansemond River.  Longstreet believed 
that if he hoped to isolate Suffolk from Portsmouth and Norfolk and truly lay siege to the town, 
he would need to advance across the river below Suffolk and control the roads and rail lines 
(Cormier 1989:100). 

In the period from April 11-19, there were daily skirmishes between the two armies along two or 
more fronts.  Between April 13 and 15, a more significant engagement occurred between the 
Confederate battery at the Norfleet House and Union gunboats on the Nansemond River, which 
resulted in the Union driving the Confederate guns from their position (Salmon 2001:158; 
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Attachment 5).  A second engagement took place on April 19, down river from the Norfleet 
Battery.  At Hill’s Point, the Confederates had taken a position and erected new earthworks at 
an old War of 1812 earthwork, Fort Huger, and high ground known as Knob Hill (see 
Attachment 5).  Union gunboats landed a force downriver from the fort and took the fort and its 
five artillery pieces (Salmon 2001:170; Wills 2001:158).  This proved to be a turning point for 
Longstreet.  Up to this point the Confederates were holding their own against a well-fortified 
Union position.  The loss at Hill’s Point diminished Longstreet’s chances of taking Suffolk and 
forced him to return to his main objective of the campaign, to procure supplies for Lee’s Army 
(Wills 2001:159).  

On April 30, 1863, Longstreet received his order from Lee to return to Northern Virginia to aid in 
countering movements by Hooker’s Army (Hobbs 1979:20).  This began the lengthy process of 
moving his forces back across the Blackwater River.  Peck was aware of Hooker’s movements 
and suspected Longstreet would be withdrawing.  On May 3, Peck sent out a column, along 
Providence Church Road, with the goal of reaching the Confederate earthworks near the 
Edgin(s) House, southeast of the current APE (Attachment 5) (Cormier 1989:266).  The Union 
forces encountered well-defended Confederate positions along the road leading up to the Edgin 
House, experiencing heavy casualties beyond the level of skirmishing (Cormier 1989:272).  
After losses capturing a portion of the first line of Confederate defenses, Peck had learned what 
he needed to know and recalled the troops after significant losses (Wills 2001:179).  The 
engagement did not continue into the current APE.   

While Longstreet did not succeed in taking Suffolk, he accomplished his main objective of 
procuring provisions for Lee’s Army.  The foraging campaign produced hundreds of thousands 
of pounds of bacon, corn, and fodder (Wills 2001:168-169).  Longstreet’s return to Northern 
Virginia was not in time to participate in the Battle of Chancellorsville, where Lee repulsed the 
advances of General Hooker’s Army (Cormier 1989:292).  In the weeks following Longstreet’s 
withdrawal, the Union soldiers worked to pull up rail lines and destroy all of the earthworks and 
rifle pits, all while being harassed by small detachments of Confederates still present across the 
Blackwater River.  The Union forces left Suffolk on July 3, 1863 and fell back to a position in 
Portsmouth, ending the occupation (Cormier 1989:294; Hobbs 2013). 

In summary, the area northwest of Suffolk along what is now Pruden Boulevard and extending 
into the APE of the proposed revised eastern terminus of Modified CBA-1 was the location of 
General Hood’s headquarters from April 11-May 4, 1863, as well as the location of a number of 
Confederate lines involving breastworks and rifle pits.  As such, the area was undoubtedly an 
area of considerable occupation and troop movement during this period.  However, no actions 
or armed conflicts that could be described as a major skirmish or engagement are known to 
have taken place within the current APE.  Historian Brian Steel Wills, in his book The War Hits 
Home, best summarizes the likely nature of the action away from the Core Areas of the Suffolk 
campaign:    

There were no sweeping motions of grand armies here.  Brief skirmishes and 
desultory picket and artillery firing were the standard.  Men fought or dug. They 
stood watch or slept. They marched or tried to entertain themselves in their 
makeshift camps.  And through all of the monotony of this style of warfare, men 
bled and died. They fell victim to a shell’s jagged shrapnel or a sharpshooter’s 
bullet.  Some died less glamorously from disease of infection.  The wounded sent 
back to hospitals at Fort Monroe or Petersburg. . . (Wills 2001:173). 

ABPP Recognition of the Siege of Suffolk Battlefield 

In 1993, the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (CWSAC), established by Public Law 101-
628 in 1990, submitted its Report on the Nation’s Civil War Battlefields to Congress and the 
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Secretary of the Interior.  From among an estimated 10,500 Civil War armed conflicts, ranging 
from major battles to minor skirmishes, and using military significance criteria, the CWSAC 
identified 384 of these conflicts as representing the nation's historically significant Civil War 
sites.  The 1993 report states:  “These sites encompass virtually all of the principal land battles 
that were of special strategic, tactical, or thematic importance to local operations, campaigns, 
theaters, or to the war as a whole” (http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/abpp/cwsac/cws3.html). 

For each of the 384 battlefields, the CWSAC mapped Study and Core areas, defined in the 
1993 report as follows:   

• The study area of a battlefield includes all places related or contributing to
the battle event: where troops deployed and maneuvered before, during,
and after the engagement; it is the maximum delineation of the historical
site and provides more of the tactical context of a battle than does the core
area.

• The core area of a battlefield is within the study area and includes only
those places where the combat engagement and key associated actions
and features were located; the core area includes, among other things,
what often is described as "hallowed ground."
(http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/abpp/cwsac/cws3.html)

In relation to the military activities associated with the Siege of Suffolk, the 1993 CWSAC report 
defined two discrete battles of significance:  the Norfleet House/Suffolk (VA030) battlefield and 
the Hill’s Point/Suffolk (VA031) battlefield in the general location of the areas marked “A” and 
“B,” respectively, in Attachment 5.  The Study Area for Hill’s Point/Suffolk, exactly as defined in 
the 1993 CWSAC report, is depicted in Attachment 6 by the outer boundary of the yellow-filled 
polygon located in the upper, middle of the figure.  This area measures roughly 1.5 miles east-
west by a little over 1 mile north-south.  The 1993 Study Area of the Norfleet House Battery 
extended about 1.5 mile east-west along Route 58 between Route 10 (Godwin Boulevard) and 
Route 642 (Wilroy Road) and measured about one-half mile wide north-south.  Neither of these 
battlefield sites extended into the APE for the three Candidate Build Alternatives examined in 
the DEIS for the Route 460 Location Study when they were surveyed by VDOT for above-
ground resources in 2004, or when VDOT surveyed Modified CBA-1 for archaeological 
resources in 2006.       

In 2005, the ABPP initiated an update to the 1993 CWSAC’s Report on the Nation’s Civil War 
Battlefields in which the size and scope of the battlefield Study and Core areas identified in the 
1993 study were reassessed.  In their updated surveys the ABPP also defined Potential 
National Register (PotNR) boundaries for each battlefield.  The PotNR boundaries reflect the 
“ABPP’s assessment of a Study Area’s current integrity (the surviving landscape and features 
that convey the site’s historic sense of place)” (ABPP 2009: Page 14, Figure 6). 

The ABPP issued a “final draft” of its updated survey of the 122 CWSAC battlefields in Virginia 
in July 2009.   In doing so, they greatly expanded on the 1993 definition of the significant military 
activities associated with the Siege of Suffolk.  The name of CWSAC Battlefield No. VA031 was 
changed from “Hill’s Point/Suffolk” to “Suffolk II (Fort Huger, Hill’s Point)” and the Study Area 
associated with this battlefield was extended to include an area of 40,210 acres measuring 
roughly 7.5 miles east-west and 10.5 miles north-south, with additional corridors of 
approach/retreat extending to the southwest and northeast (Attachment 6). 

Soon after the ABPP issued its 2009 update for Virginia’s battlefields, VDOT requested and 
received from the ABPP the shapefiles for the newly delineated battlefield boundaries for 
incorporation into VDOT’s GIS (Geographical Information System) Integrator, which VDOT 
maintains, in part, for the initial review of the potential environmental impacts of proposed 
transportation improvements.  For reasons which the ABPP has not been able to explain, the 
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spatial data VDOT received from ABPP for CWSAC No. VA031 differed from that presently 
posted on the ABPP’s website as its 2009 update for the battlefield.  While the spatial data 
VDOT received for the Study and Core areas of the battlefield are the same as presently posted 
on the ABPP’s website, VDOT received spatial data for only one of the three discontiguous 
polygons which the present website posting indicates comprise the ABPP’s 2009 PotNR for 
VA031.  The shapefiles received define the PotNR polygon most closely associated with the 
Fort Huger/Hill’s Point engagement, which lies to the northeast and outside of the APEs for the 
three Candidate Build Alternatives examined in the DEIS for the Route 460 Location Study and 
outside of the APE for the proposed revised eastern terminus.1   

VDOT discovered the discrepancy between the data sets said to represent the 2009 ABPP 
survey in July 2013 as VDOT began reevaluating the FEIS for the Route 460 Location Study in 
reference to proposed changes to the western and eastern termini of Modified CBA-1.  Upon 
seeking clarification from the ABPP, VDOT learned that the ABPP had reassessed CWSAC No. 
VA031 again subsequent to their 2009 effort and had delineated new PotNR boundaries for the 
battlefield in 2011.  The ABPP’s 2011 PotNR boundaries for CWSAC No. VA031, comprised of 
four discontiguous areas, are not posted on the ABPP’s website but are depicted in Attachment 
6 based on shapefiles provided by ABPP to VDOT in late July 2013. 

In October 2013, VDOT engaged the services of Cultural Resources, Inc. (CRI) and its staff 
historian, John S. Salmon, to contact the ABPP in an effort to gain further clarification and 
detailed information about the ABPP’s reassessment of the CWSAC VA031 battlefield.  Mr. 
Salmon participated in the CWSAC survey in 1992-1993 and conducted the survey for the 
Norfleet House and Hill’s Point engagement sites for CWSAC.  In response to Mr. Salmon’s 
inquiry, the ABPP was not able to locate any written documentation it had prepared to explain or 
support its 2009 and 2011 delineations of Study, Core, and PotNR boundaries for CWSAC No. 
VA031.  In personal communications to Mr. Salmon2, ABPP staff indicated to Mr. Salmon that 
the greatly expanded study area boundaries are supported by the 1895 Soederquist map; 
because of time constraints and the very large area encompassed by the siege, CWSAC staff 
decided to focus only on the Norfleet House and Hill’s Points engagements for the 1993 survey.  
ABPP staff also indicated that subsequent delineations of the PotNR were based largely on 
views afforded by Google Earth and were drawn to encompass areas that appeared in aerial 
images to retain integrity (i.e., they had not been developed). 

VDOT Evaluation of the Siege of Suffolk Battlefield 

As described above, as of 2011 the ABPP had delineated boundaries for four discontiguous 
areas within their Study Area for the Siege of Suffolk battlefield (CWSAC No. VA031) that the 
ABPP proposes are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP (Attachment 6).  One of these 
areas is located in the southwest quadrant formed by the grade-separated interchange at the 
intersection of Routes 460 and 58 and includes portions of the alignment of Modified CBA-1 and 
the proposed revisions to the eastern terminus of this alignment.  This area is bounded on the 
north/northeast by four-lane Route 460; on the east by Route 58, a four-lane divided highway; 
on the south by Lake Meade, a City of Portsmouth reservoir created in 1960 by impounding the 
main stem of the Nansemond River; and extends westward to the vicinity of the intersection of 
Route 604 (Lake Prince Drive) with Route 460 at Providence Church (Attachment 8). 

In relation to the present reevaluation of the FEIS for the Route 460 Location Study, VDOT has 
evaluated this area of the PotNR areas against NRHP eligibility criteria.  Because VDOT agrees 

1 ABPP has advised VDOT that it updated the boundaries for VA031 only once for the 2009 report.  However, in a set 
of maps provided by ABPP to VDOT in December 2013 from the ABPP’s files on the battlefield, there is a map with 
the filename “VA031_Suffolk_II.jpg” (Attachment 7) that depicts the 2009 revised Study and Core area boundaries as 
published on the ABPP website, but depicts the PotNR boundary for the battlefield as a single polygon in the vicinity 
of the Fort Huger/Hill’s Point engagement.  The PotNR boundaries depicted on this map correspond precisely to the 
boundaries formed by the shapefiles VDOT received from ABPP in 2009 for VA031.  
2 Summarized in a letter report dated December 6, 2013, from Ellen M. Brady, CRI, to Mary Ellen Hodges, VDOT. 
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with the ABPP that the Study Area boundaries delineated in 2009 and 2011 for the Siege of 
Suffolk are supported by the 1985 Soederquist map, VDOT assumed that all lands associated 
with the ABPP’s 2011 PotNR had a significant association with this significant military event.  
Thus, our assessment focused on determining whether the 2011 PotNR that overlaps the 
eastern terminus of Modified CBA-1 retains sufficient integrity to meet NRHP eligibility criteria. 

Perhaps the most notable characteristic of the entire 2011 PotNR the ABPP has delineated for 
the Siege of Suffolk, readily discerned on the aerial view provided in Attachment 6, is the 
PotNR’s fragmentary nature.  Because of the amount of commercial, industrial, and residential 
development that has occurred in the town of Suffolk and vicinity since the mid-20th century, the 
PotNR delineated by the ABPP in 2009 was initially comprised of three discontiguous and 
widely separated areas.  With the updated delineation in 2011, a significant amount of land was 
removed from the 2009 PotNR area west of Route 583, with the result that the geographic 
continuity between the lands north and south of Lake Meade was severed.   Although the 2011 
revision also extended the PotNR in this area closer to the Route 460/Route 58 intersection, it is 
important to note that the portion of the PotNR that overlaps the footprint of Modified CBA-1 
neither includes nor is geographically contiguous to any of the Core Areas for the Siege of 
Suffolk defined by the ABPP.   The extent of modern development surrounding this area of the 
PotNR is such that the aspect of integrity of historic setting that involves a property’s 
relationship to surrounding features and open spaces (NRHP 1997:45) has been substantially 
diminished.   

In addition to its dissociation from the larger landscape of the Siege of Suffolk, the section of the 
2011 PotNR that overlaps the eastern terminus of Modified CBA-1 also encompasses only 
fragmented sections of the important military features that once comprised the Confederate 
siege works northwest of the town of Suffolk.   In the vicinity of what is now the intersection of 
General Early Drive and Route 460, in association with the area marked as General Hood’s 
headquarters on the Soederquist (1895) map, the Confederates erected a major breastwork 
which straddled the old Providence Church Road; yet the lands immediately north the road, 
which would have contained a significant portion of this feature, have understandably been 
excluded from the PotNR because of intensive modern development.   The Soederquist map 
also depicts a linear earthwork running generally along Murphy’s Mill Road (Route 638).  The 
2011 PotNR would contain only a small portion of this earthwork; more than half of it extended 
east of the present Route 58 into an area now intensively developed or disturbed and excluded 
from the ABPP’s PotNR. 
The NRHP defines “integrity” as “the ability of a property to convey its significance, “ and 
guidance developed by the NRHP for assessing integrity suggests that a basic test of integrity 
for a battlefield “is whether a participant in the battle would recognize the property as it exists 
today” (Andrus 1999:10).   This sense is enhanced by a property’s integrity of feeling and 
association, and the NRHP (1997:45A) recommends each of these aspects of integrity “requires 
the presence of physical features that convey a property’s historic character.”  The information 
VDOT has been able to gather to date without surveying the entire 2011 PotNR area which 
overlaps the Modified CBA-1 terminus indicates this area lacks any above-ground features that 
would convey the manner and extent by which the Confederates modified the landscape for the 
siege.  As described in detail in the enclosed archaeological assessment report for the 
reevaluation of the proposed revisions to the western and eastern termini of Modified CBA-1, 
over two days in July and August 2013 VDOT’s consultant, CCR, conducted a visual 
reconnaissance in three areas within the footprint of the proposed revised eastern terminus 
where the Soederquist (1895) map would suggest the presence of earthwork features; but CCR 
staff observed no surviving above-ground evidence of these types of features.  CCR staff also 
had the opportunity to interview Suffolk-area historian Kermit Hobbs, who is an active, local Civil 

3 The 2011 revision to the boundary appears to reflect some changes in land use, but also a change in the ABPP’s 
definition or perception of what constitutes integrity.  In regard to the latter, the main stem of the Nansemond River 
was impounded in 1960 to create Lake Meade, a City of Portsmouth reservoir, yet Lake Meade was included in the 
2009 PotNR.  The ABPP excludes the lake from the 2011 PotNR boundary.  
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War historian, author of Storm Over Suffolk (Hobbs 1979), and a member of the Suffolk 
Nansemond Historical Society.  Mr. Hobbs consulted GPS data he maintains on earthworks that 
he has inventoried in and around Suffolk and he had no data pertaining to the footprint of the 
revised eastern terminus.  Both Mr. Hobbs and a local property owner also noted that an 
avocational metal detectorist who has conducted extensive work within the revised eastern 
terminus area has not encountered any notable sites.  In 2006-2007, in relation to the FEIS for 
the Route 460 Location Study, VDOT itself conducted an intensive, systematic, subsurface 
archaeological survey of a 350-foot-wide corridor along the centerline of Modified CBA-1 and 
within the footprint of the original design of the eastern terminus. No above- or below-ground 
evidence of Civil War-related resources was identified during this study (Bamann et al. 2007; 
Tippett and Rupnik 2006). 

As a result of this assessment, VDOT has concluded that the portion of the PotNR area for the 
Siege of Suffolk that was delineated by the ABPP in 2011 in the southwest quadrant of the 
intersection of Routes 460 and 58 northwest of the town of Suffolk does not possess sufficient 
integrity to meet NRHP eligibility criteria.   While this area of the ABPP’s PotNR remains semi-
rural, and has been delineated by the ABPP to exclude encroaching development on the 
surviving agricultural land comprised of pasture, cropland, and woodland, the area is too 
fragmented to provide a sense of the larger battlefield landscape from either a broad or 
narrower perspective.  The area also lacks surviving above-ground manifestations of the 
specific types of military features that might convey its association with Longstreet’s campaign 
against the Union garrison at Suffolk.  A participant in the Siege of Suffolk would not recognize 
that event if he reappeared in this portion of the battlefield today. 

All decisions concerning effect and treatment in Section 106, and related decisions on how 
public works projects are implemented, depend on sound decision-making about historic 
properties. The content of this letter, along with the documentation supporting the 2007 PA, 
demonstrate that VDOT and FHWA have made, and continue to make a reasonable and good-
faith effort to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking in accordance 
with 36 CFR 800.4(b)(1).  However, project-sponsoring agencies sometimes have a 
disproportionate burden of proof to support consensus decision-making for the identification of 
historic properties, as in this case. The ABPP’s redefined PotNR boundaries were based largely 
on long-distance opinions using Google Earth with little supporting documentation or justification 
(page 8 of this letter). In contrast, VDOT believes that we have provided an extensive, detailed, 
and empirical justification to support a consensus decision that the portion of the Siege of 
Suffolk Battlefield within and adjacent to the APE does not retain sufficient integrity for it to 
“hang-together” as part of an otherwise grossly discontiguous whole, a property in which even 
most of the core areas have essentially been destroyed. 
Archaeological Assessment  
The results of VDOT’s efforts to assess the potential for significant archaeological sites to be 
affected by proposed changes to Modified CBA-1 are presented in the enclosed report, 
Archaeological Assessment (February 2014), prepared by Susan E. Bamann, J. Eric Deetz, 
Lindsay N. Flood, and D. Allen Poyner of CCR.   This assessment utilized information and 
analyses from the original assessment prepared for the DEIS and also incorporates the results 
of previous systematic, intensive archaeological surveys and evaluations of Modified CBA-1 
conducted by VDOT (Bamann and Hall 2006; Bamann et al. 2007; Tippett and Rupnik 2006). 
The results of a field reconnaissance conducted by CCR staff to identify potential Civil War 
resources in the APE for the refined eastern terminus portion are also included. 

The assessment concluded that the three areas of proposed change to Modified CBA-1 each 
possess low to moderate potential to contain archaeological sites from all periods of prehistory 
and history in Virginia, while both the western and eastern termini areas possess higher 
potential to contain archaeological resources associated with Civil War-period military activities.   
With the exception of Civil War site deposits that might be associated with above-ground military 
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features, such as earthworks, the types of archaeological resources which the areas of 
proposed changes may contain are most likely to be important chiefly for what could be learned 
through data recovery of the archaeological deposits. Of the two termini, the eastern terminus 
area contains the higher potential for earthworks; yet CCR’s field reconnaissance of the APE for 
the eastern terminus identified no evidence of these types of above-ground features where the 
1895 Soederquist suggests they might be present.  Additionally, VDOT conducted an intensive, 
systematic, subsurface archaeological survey of a 350-foot-wide corridor along the centerline of 
Modified CBA-1 and within the footprint of the original design of the eastern terminus, and no 
above- or below-ground of Civil War-related resources were discovered (Bamann et al. 2007; 
Tippett and Rupnik 2006).    

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

VDOT would also like to take this opportunity to notify your department and other consulting 
parties of efforts we have recently begun to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Route 460 Location Study.  In November 2012, when FHWA and VDOT 
completed the NEPA re-evaluation of the FEIS, the FHWA, based upon the information before 
them at the time, conclude that a SEIS was not needed.  Based on new information bearing on 
the environmental impacts, including the aquatic impacts, FHWA later decided in December 
2013 that a SEIS is required.  The SEIS will be prepared by both FHWA and the United States 
Department of the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) as joint lead federal agencies, in 
cooperation with the VDOT.  The Corps was a cooperating agency in the preparation of the 
June 2008 FEIS.  In addition to fully evaluating new information, the SEIS will inform and 
support the Corps’ evaluation of the Department of the Army Individual Permit (IP) application 
submitted by U.S. Route 460 Mobility Partners for the discharge of fill material into waters of the 
United States in conjunction with the construction of the Route 460 Corridor Improvements 
Project.   

The SEIS will review information from the Route 460 Location Study FEIS/ROD, incorporate 
new information, update the alternatives and impacts analyses, and assess impacts not 
previously evaluated in the FEIS/ROD.  Alternatives that will be considered for the proposed 
project in the SEIS are: 

• the No-Build Alternative;
• the preferred alternative;
• the preferred alternative revised to include one or more of the following proposed

changes:  changes to the termini, the proposed interchange at Route 620, and alignment
shifts to avoid and minimize impacts; and, potentially,

• other alternatives identified by FHWA and the Corps during the SEIS process.

The SEIS will document the alternatives previously eliminated from consideration by FHWA.  In 
order that the Corps may fulfill its required alternatives analysis responsibilities, consideration 
will also be given to the alternative from the DEIS to improve the existing Route 460 corridor 
(CBA–2), an alternative to provide a limited access tolled facility along the existing Route 460 
corridor (CBA–2 Tolled), and any other options along the existing alignment found to be feasible 
and address the purpose and need of the project as stated in the draft SEIS. 

In relation to the project’s effects on historic properties, the SEIS will consider data on previous 
research and previously recorded historic buildings, structures, sites, districts, and objects within 
and adjacent to the study area for any of the alternatives carried forward.  FHWA, the Corps, 
and VDOT anticipate the Draft SEIS will be published and circulated in the spring of 2014. 

VDOT invites the Department of Historic Resources to concur with VDOT’s findings from the 
architectural surveys recently completed for the proposed revisions to the western and eastern 
termini of Modified CBA-1 and the proposed relocation of the Route 620 interchange to Route 
628.  We would also welcome receiving any comments you may have on the archaeological 
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Attachment 1 
Location of Proposed Changes to Modified CBA-1. 
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Attachment 2 
Overlay of a portion of the APE on the Military Map of Suffolk and Vicinity... (Soederquist 1895).  
Note that the overlay is approximate and was limited by the ability to rectify the historic and 
modern mapping, but shows the general relationship of the revised eastern terminus to 
confederate lines and headquarters. 
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Attachment 3 
Map from Pictorial History of the Civil War (Lossing 1868), showing fortifications in areas 
associated with Providence Church and General Hood’s Headquarters.  Note that a footnote in 
the accompanying text to the map indicates that information on fortifications and headquarters 
was copied from a map made by Union General Peck’s engineers and lent to the author. 
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Attachment 4 
The APE for revised eastern terminus shown with 1) the ABPP Study Area and PotNR Areas for 
the Siege of Suffolk (VDHR ID: 133-5039; VA031) and 2) an overlay of Confederate lines from 
the Military Map of Suffolk and Vicinity. . . (Soederquist 1895).  Note that the ABPP data is 
based on 2011 shapefiles obtained by VDOT on July 7, 2013.  Also note that the general 
relationship of the refined eastern terminus to confederate lines and headquarters depicted on 
the Soederquist (1895) map is approximate and limited by the ability to rectify historic and 
modern mapping. 
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Attachment 5 
Overlay of a Portion of the APE (Refined Eastern Terminus Area) on the Military Map of Suffolk 
and Vicinity. . . (Soederquist 1895), Showing the Locations of the Norfleet Battery, Hills Point, 
and the Edgin(s) House. Note that the overlay is approximate and was limited by the ability to 
rectify the historic and modern mapping, but shows the general relationship of the refined 
eastern terminus to confederate lines and headquarters. 
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Attachment 6 
Boundaries defined in 1993, 2009, and 2011 for CWSAC Battlefield VA031. 
(See insert) 



0 1.5 30.75 Miles

µ

Seige of Suffolk: Hill's Point (VA031)

NEPA Boundary

1993 ABPP Study Area

2009 ABPP Core Area

2009 ABPP PotNR Area

2009 ABPP Study Area

2011 ABPP PotNR Area
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Attachment 7 
Map provided by ABPP in November 2013 from package of materials contained in its files for 
Battlefield VA031.  These are the boundaries received by VDOT from the ABPP in 2009 as 
representing the ABPP’s 2009 update to the CWSAC 1993 Report on the Nation’s Civil War 
Battlefields.  
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Attachment 8 
Aerial view of ABPP 2011 PotNR in the vicinity of the eastern terminus of Modified CBA-1 
(Source:  Bing Maps, February 10, 2014,  
http://www.bing.com/maps/#Y3A9MzcuNTUzNzk5fi03Ny40NjAyOTcmbHZsPTQmc3R5PXImcT
1zdWZmb2xrJTI1MkMlMjUyMFZB) 
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From: Holma, Marc (DHR)
To: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT)
Cc: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT); Baxter, Amanda
Subject: Route 460 letter to review items discussed at 21 May meeting (2002-1760)
Date: Wednesday, June 25, 2014 8:39:27 AM

Mary Ellen,

I’m not sure if you are expecting a response from DHR on your 2 June letter regarding the review of
items discussed at our 21 May meeting on the Route 460 project.  However, if you are please
accept this email as DHR’s concurrence on VDOT’s survey/resurvey methodology for the
alternative alignments. 

Sincerely,

Marc Holma
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From: Holma, Marc (DHR)
To: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT); Deem, Angel N. (VDOT)
Subject: Rt. 460 improvement project (2002-1760)
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 3:29:47 PM

Mary Ellen and Angel,

Below are our comments in response to your 22 July 2014 letter on the above referenced project.  

DHR has reviewed the Archaeological Assessment for Route 460 Location Study Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement prepared by Coastal Carolina Research and accepts the
characterization of archaeological potential of the five previously unassessed alternative areas.  We
look forward to reviewing the results of archaeological survey of these five areas.

Sincerely,

Marc
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From: Baxter, Amanda
To: Parks, Caleb
Subject: FW: Big Woods Timber Management
Date: Monday, July 14, 2014 7:24:45 AM
Attachments: BWSF Management plan.doc

Please file in agency correspondence

thanks

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) [mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 7:20 AM
To: Baxter, Amanda
Cc: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT)
Subject: FW: Big Woods Timber Management

For the file

From: Gaston, Dennis C. (DOF) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Subject: Big Woods Timber Management

Scott,

I’ve attached our Forest Management Plan in case you want something more in depth, but for the
next ten-year management cycle (2011-2014) the timber harvest plan at Big Woods State Forest in
Sussex County boils down to this:

· Harvest 427 acres of loblolly pine in the following manner: Harvest 211 acres of loblolly
pine 40-49 years old, 71 acres of loblolly 30 to 39 years old and 146 acres of loblolly pine
20-29 years old.

· Accomplish 734 acres of first thinning in loblolly pine 10 -19 years old, and 713 acres of
first thinning in loblolly pine 20 – 29 years old.

In the last three years we have:
· Accomplished 950 acres of pine thinning
· Harvested 28 acres of mature pine
· Sold 88 acres of mature pine (not yet cut)
· Have another 30 acres of mature pine ready for sale

We are faced with the task of spreading out the age classes on the forest so that we can have a
more even distribution of age classes. We are also trying to increase the acreage of hardwood types
on the property since we acquired it with little to no hardwood habitats.

Of course, all the timber sales are followed by some type of reforestation effort that enables us to
create a sustainable cutting cycle that essentially never ends.
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Letter of Transmittal


This forest management plan for the Big Woods State Forest is submitted for your approval.  Upon official notification, the plan will be in force for the period 2011-2021.



Submitted By: _______________________________________________



Gary A. Heiser



State Forest Manager



Reviewed By: _______________________________________________



John M. Carroll



Deputy State Forester



Approved By: _______________________________________________ 



Carl E. Garrison, III



State Forester


Date:___________________________
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Introduction


The Virginia Department of Forestry manages twenty-one State Forests across all geographical regions of the state. The purpose of the State Forest System is to provide a working demonstration of forests that are managed within the core principles of a well-managed forest.  The Virginia State Forest System uses these six core principles of a well-managed forest. These state that the State Forest properties will:

1. Contribute to the conservation of biological diversity of the forest and the landscape in which it resides.


2. Maintain or improve the productive capacity of the Forest.


3. Maintain the health and vigor of the forest and its landscape/watershed.


4. Contribute to carbon cycles by implementing management that enhances carbon budgets and cycles.


5. Consider socio-economic benefits.


6. Protect soil productivity and water quality.


The Big Woods State Forest will be managed to address these core principles, and future management will continue to integrate the core principles of a well-managed forest into the management techniques implemented on the Forest.

History and Purpose of Management


In 2008, the Virginia General Assembly approved a bond through the Virginia Public Building Authority that enabled the Commonwealth to acquire and/or have conservation easements placed upon large tracts of important conservation lands at key sites across the state.  This was commonly known as the “Conservation Bond.”


Using these funds in 2010, acreage was purchased from The Nature Conservancy in the amount of 2,199.99 acres as determined by survey and deed to create the Big Woods State Forest. 

All of this property had been owned and managed for wood fiber by Union Camp Corporation since the 1930s. In 1993 Hancock Timber Resource Group acquired the property but then sold it to the Nature Conservancy in 1998. The management emphasis has historically been strongly focused on pine pulpwood production. Currently, 88 percent of the total land area is forested with pine plantations including 3 percent in longleaf pine. Virtually all the workable forestland has been reforested to pine types. Future management will be directed toward approximately an 80 percent pine and 20 percent hardwood composition. 


Management will focus on demonstration of scientific forest management, applied forest research, development of diverse wildlife habitat, watershed protection, forest management to develop diverse timber stands that support biological diversity, and provide for passive outdoor recreation.


This forest management plan will focus on anticipated timber management and future forest types.  Expertise in wetlands management will be needed to determine best management for the wetland areas.

Land Description and Area Administration


The Big Woods State Forest is located in Sussex County approximately 5 miles south of Waverly. Responsibility for management rests with the Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF).  As part of the same land transaction that created the Big Woods State Forest, an adjacent parcel of land to the east in the amount of 2,208.04 acres, as determined by survey and deed, was purchased by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries to create the Big Woods Wildlife Management Area. Both of these areas lie immediately south of The Nature Conservancy’s 3,179-acre Piney Grove Preserve. This makes for a continuous block of forest, about 7,587 acres in size that is protected from development and will be managed for a variety of forests resources far into the future if not in perpetuity. 

The Sussex County Comprehensive Plan adopted in October, 2005, recognizes forestry as a major industry and an important part of the culture in the County. Seventy-three percent (230,509 acres) of the County if covered by forest and Sussex ranked second (behind Brunswick County) in the state with respect to average annual harvest value (1986-2001) with an average value of $9,734,702 per year. The Comprehensive Plan includes goals and objectives aimed at protecting and preserving agricultural, forestal and rural areas of the County near Big Woods. It also strives to prevent incompatible land uses from locating near prime agricultural and forestal [parts of the County. In this regard, VDOF management objectives on Big Woods State Forest dovetail well with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.

The forest is dissected by forest roads, trails, and waterways. The separation between DOF lands and DGIG lands are located along forest roads which is a convenient way to separate ownership. It does however raise the question on who is responsible for maintenance on the shared roads. There are 4.4 miles of forest roads, 1.7 miles of which are shared with DGIF. There are 2.1 miles of gated forest roads, 1.0 miles of which are shared with DGIF, and there are 5.9 miles of gated forest trails on DOF land.  

In addition, approximately 4.8 miles of perennial streams, 3.1 miles of intermittent streams and 1.5 miles of ephemeral streams exist on the DOF property. Much of the headwaters for the Seacorrie Swamp can be found on the DOF and DGIF properties. These waters drain southwest, eventually into the Nottoway River and then south into North Carolina as part of the Chowan River Basin.

The total forest acreage , as determined by GIS for this plan is 2,202.9 acres (Two thousand, two-hundred and two and nine tenths acres).  Commercial timber production based on soil productivity, topographic position and environmental sensitivity has been designated on 1,937.6 of these acres. The timber portion of this management plan will be based on that land area.  Table 1 (Forest Land Classification) shows the breakdown by use.


Table 1 – Big Woods State Forest Land Classification


Commercial Forestland
1,937.6 Acres


Bottomland Hardwoods
182.6 Acres


Open/Other
44.0 Acres


Wetlands
 38.7 Acres


TOTAL 

2,202.9 Acres   


(For a detailed breakdown, see Physical Resource Inventory, Page 31)


Management Restrictions 


The Virginia Department of Forestry acquired this property with no additional restrictions beyond what VDOF Forestry Best Management Practices, the Chesapeake Bay Act, State and federal law cover. One issue that is close at hand is the Red Cockaded Woodpecker which is listed as a Federally Endangered Species. The Nature Conservancy has done extensive habitat work on the Piney Grove Preserve to the north of Big Woods. This preserve has the most northern population of breeding birds that are known. The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, to the east of Big Woods State Forest, have pledged to do a great deal of RCW habitat work as well. 

Red Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW)


The red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) has declined throughout the Southeast during the last several decades and was put on the endangered species list in 1970. This decline has been most apparent on private lands and is especially true in Virginia, where most mature longleaf and loblolly pine stands required by RCWs as nesting and foraging habitat, have been replaced by short rotation loblolly pine plantations. Additionally, as a result of fire suppression, most of the remaining mature pine stands have experienced hardwood encroachment, which renders the stands inaccessible to RCW’s as foraging habitat. The absence of fire also promotes tree canopy closure and a reduction of herbaceous groundcover in favor of woody shrubs, resulting in a reduction in the insect prey base of the RCW.


Only one site in Virginia, Piney Grove Preserve in Sussex County, is actively managed for RCW. Beginning with the Hancock Timber Resource Group in 1993, this property had the most northern population of breeding RCWs known.  Under their management, the RCW population more than doubled from 6 birds associated with 3 clusters in 1993 to 12 birds in 1998. This property was subsequently acquired by The Nature Conservancy (TNC). TNC has enhanced the RCW program and now has at least 20 birds living on the preserve. The success of the management efforts at Piney Grove demonstrates the extent to which encouraging private landowners to undertake proactive habitat management activities can significantly benefit the RCW in Virginia. Piney Grove preserve lies immediately adjacent to the Big Woods State Forest along the northern border.

RCW Safe Harbor


At present, landowners have little legal or economic incentive to improve RCW habitat, and may in fact, have a disincentive to do so. The use of a person’s land by RCWs brings with it an obligation to avoid harming the RCW (and its habitat) pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. This obligation, depending on the number of RCW groups involved and the landowner’s tract size and management objectives, can restrict a landowner’s land use alternatives.


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service established the “Safe Harbor” program to combat this problem. TNC administers the program in Virginia.  The primary objective of the safe harbor program is to encourage private landowners in Virginia to undertake voluntary enhancement activities that will benefit the RCW. Landowners in Virginia may be willing to take or allow actions on their property that would benefit the RCW, if the possibility of land use restrictions under the ESA can be reduced or eliminated. Landowners may voluntarily enter into a cooperative agreement with TNC whereby the landowner agrees to undertake proactive management activities designed to enhance RCW habitat. In return, the landowners are relieved from any additional liability under the ESA beyond their baseline responsibility. Baselines responsibilities are those which exist at the time the agreement is signed. By entering into this agreement, the landowners are given “safe harbor” from added liability. DOF should further investigate the pros and cons of the Safe Harbor Program to see if it fits with our management objectives.

Riparian Buffers

VDOF Best Management Practices call for a minimum 50-foot SMZ along most streams. As a general rule, State Forest standard operating practice extends this minimum to 100 feet along streams. So a forested buffer extending one hundred feet (100’) from the banks of all perennial streams and all wetlands or swamps on the Property shall be maintained.  There shall be no harvest of trees within the first fifty feet (50’) of the buffer area directly adjacent to perennial streams, wetlands, swamps on the Property.  In the buffer area that runs from a measured fifty feet (50’) out to one hundred feet (100’), there shall be selective timber harvest only; there shall be no “clearcutting” of timber in the riparian buffer, except as otherwise permitted.  There shall be no timber harvest within wetlands, swamps and streams. 

Map1 Forest Type Map
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Map 2 - Forest Stand Map with 2009 Color Infrared Aerial Imagery [image: image2.png]

Forest Description


Forest Types and Area


All forestland was mapped by species groups and age classes. Loblolly and longleaf pine plantations cover 88 percent of the property. Essentially all of the uplands that can be easily accessed have been planted to pine. With some minor exceptions, this is essentially the commercial forestland on the property. Other forest types include bottomland hardwoods that are found mostly in the floodplains along riparian buffers. Non-commercial forestland consists of the bottomland hardwoods, scrub wetlands and road right-of-ways. The non- commercial forestland covers only 12 percent of the entire acreage covered by this plan.

Six percent of the pine plantations are in the pre-merchantable 0–9 year old age class. Thirty-eight percent lie in the 10-19 year old age class; 37 percent in the 20-29 years old class; only 4 percent in the 30-39 year old class and 11 percent in the 40-49 year old age class. 


Given a 40-year old rotation, a perfect management regime would have 25 percent of the loblolly pine plantations in each age class. Historical management may have been attempting to approach this breakdown, but sustainable timber management was interrupted by 1998. 

For a more detailed look at the forest types and areas, see Table 2 below and Table 3 on Page Error! Bookmark not defined. and Figure 1 on Page 11 and Figure 2 on Page 11.

Table 2 - Area (Acres) by Species Group and Age Class


Big Woods State Forest


		Age

		Loblolly

		Longleaf

		Bottomland

		Scrub

		Open/

		Total



		Class

		Pine

		Pine

		Hardwoods

		Wetlands

		Other

		Acres



		0-9

		141.1

		67.8

		 

		38.7

		44.0

		291.6



		10-19

		733.7

		 

		 

		 

		 

		733.7



		20-29

		713.4

		 

		 

		 

		 

		713.4



		30-39

		70.8

		 

		 

		 

		 

		70.8



		40-49

		210.8

		 

		182.6

		 

		 

		393.4



		Total

		1869.8

		67.8

		182.6

		38.7

		44.0

		2202.9





Figure 1 -  Forest Acreage by Age Class
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Figure 2 - Commercial Acreage by Forest Type
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* The Open/Other type includes forest and state road rights of way.


Timber Volumes



Per acre volume and total volume by species and age class were derived from a stratified timber cruise conducted prior to the purchase of the property by H&H Forest management, an independent consulting forestry company.  This information is summarized on the following pages:


· Table 4, Total Volume of Sawtimber and Pulpwood by Age-Type and Species Group Page 12.

· Figure 5, All Volumes by Species Group, Page 13.

· Table 6, Average Volume per Acre of Sawtimber and Pulpwood by Age-Type and Species Group Page 13.

Table 4 - Summary of Inventory Volume Data,  Total Volume of Sawtimber and Pulpwood by Age-Type and Species Group


		 

		 

		 

		Sawtimber (Tons)

		Pulpwood (Tons)



		Type

		Age

		Acres

		Species Group

		 

		Species Group

		 



		 

		Class

		 

		Pine

		Chip-n-Saw

		Hdwd.

		Total

		Pine

		Hdwd.

		Total



		LP

		0-9

		117

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		LP

		10-19

		734

		0

		99

		0

		99

		15,227

		0

		15,227



		LP

		20-29

		738

		3,857

		5,050

		25

		8,933

		59,712

		1,420

		61,132



		LP

		30-39

		71

		978

		2,750

		54

		3,782

		590

		45

		636



		LP

		40-49

		211

		7,957

		6,483

		956

		15,396

		2,738

		5,139

		7,877



		LL

		0-9

		68

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		SW

		0-9

		39

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		BH

		40-49

		183

		1,353

		70

		7,424

		8,846

		0

		6,239

		6,239



		OT

		--

		44

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total

		2,203

		14,145

		14,453

		8,460

		37,057

		78,267

		12,844

		91,111





Figure 5 - All Volumes (Tons)
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Table 6 - Summary of Inventory Volume Data,  Average Volume per Acre of Sawtimber and Pulpwood by Age-Type and Species Group


		 

		 

		 

		Sawtimber (Tons)

		Pulpwood (Tons)



		Type

		Age

		Acres

		Species Group

		 

		Species Group

		 



		 

		Class

		 

		Pine

		Chip-n-Saw

		Hdwd.

		Total

		Pine

		Hdwd.

		Total



		LP

		0-9

		117

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00



		LP

		10-19

		734

		0.00

		0.14

		0.00

		0.14

		20.75

		0.00

		20.75



		LP

		20-29

		738

		5.23

		6.85

		0.03

		12.11

		80.97

		1.93

		82.89



		LP

		30-39

		71

		13.81

		38.84

		0.77

		53.42

		8.33

		0.64

		8.98



		LP

		40-49

		211

		37.74

		30.76

		4.54

		73.04

		12.99

		24.38

		37.37



		LL

		0-9

		68

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00



		SW

		0-9

		39

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00



		BH

		40-49

		183

		7.41

		0.38

		40.66

		48.45

		0.00

		34.17

		34.17



		OT

		--

		44

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00

		0.00



		Total

		2,203

		

		

		

		

		 

		 

		





Forest Development

Harvesting levels are determined by area regulation and by species groups (Table 8).  This means there will be a target acreage for each timber type to approach. Since the longest rotation age is for the upland hardwoods (100 years), the projected targets shown in the table below indicate the way the forest will be in the year 2111. However, other forest types on the Big Woods State Forest have different rotation lengths depending on the commercial maturity of the species and each forest type will be regulated separately in a planned program of harvesting. The goal will be to reduce the total amount of pine types to 80% of the property and increase the diversity of pine types while increasing upland hardwood types to 5 percent. Figure 6 shows this projection graphically.

		Table 8  - Projected Land Use by Broad Species Group (Commercial Lands)



		

		

		

		

		



		

		Present

		Projected



		Species Group

		2011

		2111



		 

		Acres

		Percent

		Acres

		Percent



		Loblolly Pine

		1869.8

		84.9%

		1273.8

		57.8%



		Longleaf Pine

		67.8

		3.1%

		439.8

		20.0%



		Bottomland Hardwood

		182.6

		8.3%

		182.6

		8.3%



		Scrub Wetland

		38.7

		1.8%

		38.7

		1.8%



		Other

		44

		2.0%

		44

		2.0%



		Upland Hardwood

		0

		0.0%

		112

		5.1%



		Shortleaf Pine

		0

		0.0%

		112

		5.1%



		Totals:

		2202.9

		100.0%

		2202.9

		100.0%





Figure 6 - Current and Projected Area by Species Group
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Management Policies and Objectives

Timber Management Policies

Forest management on Big Woods State Forest will be characterized by a program that is biologically and economically sustainable.  Initial timber sales will focus on pine thinnings and harvesting timber that is in the poorest condition with the least potential for growth. Forest types typically associated with the coastal plain of Virginia will be maintained.

Currently, 88 percent of the total upland area is in the pine forest type, including 3.1% longleaf pine.  The percentage of all pine forest types will gradually be reduced to approximately 82.9 percent of the total forest land. This will be broken down as; 57.8 % loblolly pine, 20% longleaf pine and 5.1% shortleaf pine. 

Twelve and one tenth percent of the area is currently in Bottomland hardwood, scrub wetland and other types. This will not change. There is currently no upland hardwood on the property. This will be increased by 5.1 %.

Areas to be converted to upland hardwood types will be determined by soil type and potential productivity. Areas with a site index of 90 and greater for white oak will be considered the best potential areas for conversion to upland hardwood types, but much of the conversion will be accomplished by widening the riparian forests after clearcut harvest of pine areas. Natural succession processes from pine to hardwood and natural hardwood regeneration will be the primary method of conversion.

The forestland will be managed using scientific forest management practices and techniques.  This will allow the forest to meet its purpose as a demonstration forest to sustain itself and to improve production of benefits for multiple forest resources. 


General policies that will be followed include the following:


· Utilize resource data, maps, plans and agreements for full application of multiple-use forest management on a scientifically sound basis.

· Apply scientifically prescribed silvicultural treatments on all forestlands.

· Maintain a record system on a fiscal year basis – complete management and fiscal records.  This record system is currently being implemented in ArcView GIS.

· Cooperate with the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries with those activities relating to game and fish management.

The overall management objectives can be summarized as follows:

· Manage even-aged loblolly pine on 40-year rotations with a minimum of two intermediate thinnings during the rotation.  Individual stands may exceed 40 years in age where growth and stand conditions are suitable. Where stand conditions do not permit reaching a 40-year rotation, a rotation of less than 40 years will be implemented.

· Manage even-aged longleaf pine stands on 60-year rotations with a minimum of two intermediate thinnings during the rotation. Individual stands may exceed 60 years in age where growth and stand conditions are suitable. Where stand conditions do not permit reaching a 60-year rotation, a rotation of less than 60 years will be implemented.

· Manage even-aged shortleaf pine on 60-year rotations with a minimum of two intermediate thinnings per rotation. Individual stands may exceed 60 years in age where growth and stand conditions are suitable. Where stand conditions do not permit reaching a 60-year rotation, a rotation of less than 60 years will be implemented.

· Manage upland hardwoods on a minimum one hundred year-rotation.  Rotation lengths of longer than one hundred years will be established for stands with long lived species such as white oak on suitable sites.

· Even-aged for pine types and two-aged and even-aged management for hardwoods will be the primary silviculture implemented.

· Bottomland hardwoods and streamside management zones will be retained and managed for old growth as much as possible. Short-lived tree species and trees of poor health or unusually exceptional value may be harvested from these areas in conjunction with timber sales in adjoining stands if it can be accomplished without jeopardizing water quality issues.  In no case will the crown cover be reduced more than 50 percent.  No tree with a cavity suitable for wildlife will be harvested. 

· It is expected that bottomland hardwoods and streamside management zones will eventually develop into an uneven-age growth pattern. It may be possible to promote that development through very light individual selection of trees to harvest in conjunction with timber sales in adjoining stands. High-grade harvests will not be part of the management regime.

· Aesthetic buffers will be managed for old growth timber.  Short-lived tree species and trees of poor health or unusually exceptional value may be harvested from these areas in conjunction with timber sales in adjoining stands if it can be accomplished without jeopardizing water quality issues.  In no case will basal area be reduced more than 50 percent.

· A program of understory burning will be developed as a means to reduce competition, improve growth of crop trees and enhance wildlife habitat.

Priority Working Schedule under Allowable Harvest - 2011 to 2021

Harvest and Regeneration


· Harvest 427 acres of loblolly pine in the following manner: Harvest 211 acres of loblolly pine 40-49 years old, 71 acres of loblolly 30 to 39 years old and 146 acres of loblolly pine 20-29 years old.  Refer to Table 14 for a graphical depiction of these numbers.

· For regeneration, a combination of intensive site preparation and tree planting and/or seed bed preparation and natural seeding to achieve adequately stocked stands of pine reproduction, including 318 acres of loblolly, 18.7 acres of shortleaf, and 5.5 acres of longleaf pine.  In addition, establish 11.2 acres of upland hardwood reproduction using suitable harvest and natural regeneration practices. This includes using pine thinning for establishing oak regeneration in pine understories where possible and desirable.


· Ensure the development of reproduction pine stands through scheduled release if necessary.


· Design timber sales to incorporate BMPs for the protection of water quality, soil productivity and biodiversity while maximizing benefits to the environment, wildlife, recreation and aesthetics.  Disperse age classes and species types throughout the Big Woods State Forest to maximize diversity and special variation on the property.  Consider the potential benefits of seed banks within streamside management zones and buffers for natural regeneration.


· Accomplish 734 acres of first thinning in loblolly pine 10 -19 years old, and 713 acres of first thinning in loblolly pine 20 – 29 years old.

Figure 7 - Harvest/Regeneration Summary - 2011 to 2021

Big Woods State Forest
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Loblolly Pine


1869.8427.1318.41761.1


Upland Hardwood


0.00.011.211.2


Shortleaf Pine


0.00.018.718.7


Bottomland Hardwood


182.60.00.0182.6


Longleaf Pine


67.80.078.8146.6


Scrub wetland


38.70.00.038.7


Open/ Other*


44.00.00.044.0
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		Table 9  -  Intermediate Silviculture



		Loblolly Pine

		Acres

		Treatment



		10-19

		733.7

		First Thinning



		20-29

		713.4

		1st or 2nd Thinning*



		Total

		1,447.1

		





*  Acreage figures for second thinnings are approximate, as specific stand and site conditions will ultimately determine if a stand will receive this silvicultural treatment.

Rotation Tables


Tables 10 through 13 consider each existing or desired timber type and its current acreage and move it though its rotation age to ultimately reach the goal of 80 percent pine types and 20 percent hardwood types on the property. These tables determine the allowable cut (acres) that can be done to sustainably manage the forest in perpetuity. They ultimately work to arrange the age classes evenly over the life of a rotation so that age classes are evenly distributed over time. These are the tables that determined the harvest numbers in Figure 7 on the previous page.


Each management period is set up on ten-year cycles so the allowable cut in any cycle can be divided by 10 to get an average yearly harvest. However, yearly harvests are more appropriately determined each year considering market conditions and other external factors.

Table 10 – Loblolly Pine Rotation Table

		Forest Area Planned For Loblolly Pine (40-Year Rotation) Type By Age Class



		By Year 2111 (1,274 Acres]



		Big Woods State Forest



		Age Group

		Acres at Beginning of Management Period



		

		2011

		2021

		2031

		2041

		2051

		2061

		2071

		2081

		2091

		2101

		2111



		0-9

		141

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318



		10-19

		734

		141

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318



		20-29

		713

		734

		141

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318



		30-39

		71

		568

		734

		141

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318

		318



		40-49

		211

		0

		146

		458

		141

		75

		45

		34

		22

		11

		0



		50-59

		0

		0

		0

		0

		37

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total

		1870

		1761

		1658

		1555

		1452

		1348

		1318

		1307

		1296

		1285

		1274



		



		Table 11 – Longleaf Pine Rotation Table



		



		Forest Area Planned For Longleaf Pine (60-Year Rotation) Type By Age Class


By Year 2061 (440 Acres]


Big Woods State Forest


Age Group


Acres at Beginning of Management Period


2011


2021


2031


2041


2051


2061


0-9


67.8

73.3


73.3


73.3


73.3


73.3


10-19


0.0


73.3*

73.3


73.3


73.3


73.3


20-29


0.0


0.0


73.3


73.3


73.3


73.3


30-39


0.0


0.0


0.0


73.3


73.3


73.3


40-49


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


73.3


73.3


50-59


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


73.3


Total


67.8

146.6


219.9


293.2


366.5


439.8


*An additional 5.5 acres to be converted to longleaf pine by 2021






		Table 12 – Shortleaf Pine Rotation Table






		Forest Area Planned For Shortleaf Pine (60-Year Rotation) Type By Age Class


By Year 2071 (112 Acres]


Big Woods State Forest


Age Group


Acres at Beginning of Management Period


2011


2021


2031


2041


2051


2061


2071


0-9


0.0


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


10-19


0.0


0.0


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


20-29


0.0


0.0


0.0


18.7


18.7


18.7


18.7


30-39


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


18.7


18.7


18.7


40-49


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


18.7


18.7


50-59


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


0.0


18.7


Total


0.0


18.7


37.4


56.1


74.8


93.5


112.2


Table 13 – Upland Hardwood Rotation Table


Forest Area Planned For Upland  Hardwood (100-Year Rotation) Type By Age Class


By Year 2111 [112 Acres]


Big Woods State Forest


Age Group


Acres at Beginning of Management Period


2011


2021


2031


2041


2051


2061


2071


2081


2091


2101


2111


0-9


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


10-19


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


20-29


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


30-39


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


40-49


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


50-59


0


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


60-69


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


11.2


70-79


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


11.2


80-89


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


11.2


90-99


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


11.2


Total


0


11.2


22.4


33.6


44.8


56


67.2


78.4


89.6


100.8


112






		



		





Table 14 - Predicted Harvesting Schedule for Management Period 2011-2021 (From Final Harvest and Intermediate Silviculture)


Big Woods State Forest 


		Type

		Age Class

		Acres

		Sawtimber (Tons)

		Pulpwood (Tons)



		

		

		

		Species Group

		Species Group



		

		

		

		Pine

		Pine Chip-n-Saw

		Upland Hardwood

		Pine

		Hardwood



		

		

		

		Per Acre

		Total

		Per Acre

		Total

		Per Acre

		Total

		Per Acre

		 Total

		Per Acre

		Total



		 

		Regeneration Harvest



		LP

		20-29

		145.5

		5.2

		761.0

		6.8

		996.4

		0.0

		5.0

		81.0

		11780.5

		1.9

		280.2



		LP

		30-39

		70.8

		13.8

		978.1

		38.8

		2749.8

		0.8

		54.3

		8.3

		590.1

		0.6

		45.4



		LP

		40-49

		210.8

		37.7

		7956.6

		30.8

		6483.4

		4.5

		956.2

		13.0

		2737.6

		24.4

		5139.4



		 

		Subtotal

		427.1

		 

		9695.7

		 

		10229.6

		 

		1015.5

		 

		15108.2

		 

		5465.0



		 

		Intermediate Silviculture



		LP

		10-19*

		733.7

		0.0

		0.0

		0.1

		49.6

		0.0

		0.0

		20.8

		7,613.7

		0.0

		0.0



		LP

		20-29*

		713.4

		5.2

		1,865.6

		6.8

		2,442.7

		0.03

		12.2

		81.0

		28,880.4

		1.9

		686.9



		 

		Subtotal

		1,447.1

		 

		1,865.6

		 

		2,492.3

		 

		12.2

		 

		36,494.0

		 

		686.9



		

		Grand Total

		1,874.2

		 

		11,561.3

		 

		12,721.9

		 

		1,027.7

		 

		51,602.2

		 

		6,152.0





Soils


Parent Material


The parent materials in Sussex County are alluvial and have been transported and deposited by marine and fluvial action. Alluvial sediments are materials transported by floodwaters and deposited on the flood plains of streams. Marine sediments are materials deposited into the ocean that once covered the Coastal Plain portion of the county millions of years ago. The Coastal Plain portion of the Sussex county at Big Woods contains alluvial and marine sediments. Bibb and Buncombe soils are examples of alluvial soils on flood plains. Craven and Emporia soils are examples of soils that formed in marine deposits.

Topography


Relief on Big Woods State Forest ranges from nearly level to very steep. The nearly level soils are common on upland flats, on flood plains of streams, and in marshes. Most of the nearly level soils are often wet because of frequent flooding or a seasonal high water table. The surface water runoff generally is slow. These soils generally have a subsoil or substratum that is gray or mottled gray, and the soils are somewhat poorly drained or poorly drained. Bibb soils are an example.

The gently sloping to very steep soils generally are well drained or moderately well drained. On the gently sloping and sloping soils, geologic erosion is slight, surface water runoff is medium to rapid, and water infiltration is optimum. Translocation of bases and clay generally has occurred downward through the soil. However, on the


steeper soils, surface runoff is very rapid, water infiltration and translocation of clay and bases through the soil are reduced, and the erosion hazard is severe.

In most upland areas, the parent materials and other soil-forming factors are essentially the same and relief has modified the effects of the other soil-forming factors. For example, Emporia and Slagle soils formed in similar parent materials, yet the Emporia soils, which are slightly higher on the landscape, are well drained while the adjacent Slagle soils are moderately well drained.

Adapted from: Soil Survey of Sussex County, Virginia. Natural Resource Conservation Service. Available online at: http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/Manuscripts/VA183/0/Sussex.pdf  Accessed [3/19/2011].


Map Unit Descriptions


Sussex County, Virginia

The soil map units described below can be used as an index to the soils map on page 25

4A – Bibb and Chastain soils, 0 to 2 % slopes, frequently flooded, 414.6 acres and 9.4 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.

Component: Bibb (50%)


Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on flood plains on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy alluvium. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is frequently flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 6 inches during January, February, March, April, May, June, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 2 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 6w. This soil meets hydric criteria.


Component: Chastain (45%)


Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on flood plains on coastal plains. The parent material consists of clayey alluvium. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is moderate. This soil is frequently flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 6 inches during January, February, March, April, May, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 4 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7w. This soil meets hydric criteria.


8A - Chewacla loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded, 16.2 acres

Component: Chewacla (80%)


The Chewacla component makes up 0.4 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area. Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on flood plains on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy alluvium. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is somewhat poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is very high. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is occasionally flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 15 inches during January, February, March, April, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 2 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 4w. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.


9B - Craven loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 706.2 acres

Component: Craven (60%)


The Craven component makes up 16 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 2 to 6 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of clayey marine deposits. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is moderately well drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is moderate. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 30 inches during January, February, March, October, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 2e. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.


10C3 - Craven clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, Map unit: severely eroded, 1,143.2 acres

Component: Craven (70%)


The Craven component makes up 25.9 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 6 to 10 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of clayey marine sediments. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is moderately well drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is moderate. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 30 inches during January, February, March, October, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 4e. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

13B - Eulonia fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 1.9 acres

Component: Eulonia (65%)


The Eulonia component makes up less than 0.1 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 2 to 6 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of clayey marine deposits. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is moderately well drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 30 inches during January, February, March, April, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 2e. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

17A - Myatt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 415.9 acres

Component: Myatt (75%)


The Myatt component makes up 9.4 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area. Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on depressions on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy marine deposits. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is high. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 6 inches during January, February, March, April, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 2 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 4w. This soil meets hydric criteria.

21B - Ocilla loamy sand, 0 to 6 percent slopes, 97.9 acres

Component: Ocilla (75%)


The Ocilla component makes up 2.2 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area. Slopes are 0 to 6 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy marine deposits. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is somewhat poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 24 inches during January, February, March, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 4w. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

22A - Roanoke loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, Map unit: frequently flooded, 105.6 acres

Component: Roanoke (75%)


The Roanoke component makes up 2.4 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area. Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on stream terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of clayey alluvium. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is moderate. This soil is frequently flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 6 inches during January, February, March, April, May, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 7w. This soil meets hydric criteria.

25A - Slagle fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 508.9 acres

Component: Slagle (80%)


The Slagle component makes up 11.5 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy marine sediments. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is moderately well drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 30 inches during January, February, March, April, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 2w. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

25B - Slagle fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 714.6 acres

Component: Slagle (65%)


The Slagle component makes up 16.2 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 2 to 6 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy marine sediments. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is moderately well drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately low. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 30 inches during January, February, March, April, November, and December. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 1 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 2e. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

33A - Yemassee fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 283.0 acres

Component: Yemassee (70%)


The Yemassee component makes up 6.4 percent of the Big Woods State Forest and Wildlife Management Area.. Slopes are 0 to 2 percent. This component is on marine terraces on coastal plains. The parent material consists of loamy marine deposits. Depth to a root restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches. The natural drainage class is somewhat poorly drained. Water movement in the most restrictive layer is moderately high. Available water to a depth of 60 inches is moderate. Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is not flooded. It is not ponded. A seasonal zone of water saturation is at 12 inches during February. Organic matter content in the surface horizon is about 2 percent. Nonirrigated land capability classification is 4w. This soil does not meet hydric criteria.

Individual Soil Series Descriptions from downloaded database provided by the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, Soil Data Mart. Available online at: http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/  Accessed [9/16/2010].

Map 3 - Soil Series

[image: image8.png]

Map 4 – Soil Series and Oak Index Map 


[image: image9.png]


Wildlife and Fish Habitat

The acreage of Big Woods State Forest, Big Woods Wildlife Management Area (DGIF) and Piney Grove Preserve (TNC) provides for a large block of continuous forestland.  This forestland can support a wide variety of wildlife. However, given the sharp focus on pine production over the past decades, it is obvious that diversity of forest types and ages can and should be improved.


The management of wildlife habitat within Big Woods State Forest will focus on the following techniques.

· Maintain streamside management zones (SMZ) on all perennial and intermittent streams. These SMZs provide 
for travel corridors, old growth timber types, cavity trees, as well as providing a continuous source 
of clean water.

· Establish and/or maintain selected areas of early successional vegetation dispersed throughout the property. 


· Identify and maintain trees containing cavities suitable for wildlife.  The target for cavity trees will be at least 
one tree for every two acres of forestland.


· Develop balanced distribution of timber types and age classes across the forest.

· A program of understory burning will be developed as a means to reduce competition, 
improve 
growth of crop trees and enhance wildlife habitat.

· Investigate the Safe Harbor Program for red Cockaded Woodpecker to see if it fits with our 
management objectives.

· Identify, maintain and protect old house sites, cultural resources, springs, seeps and natural areas. 


· Work cooperatively with the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) as necessary.


· Develop a more comprehensive plan for game and non-game wildlife management.


· Coordinate law enforcement activities with respect to game with the DGIF, who will have the responsibility of 
enforcing game regulations.

Outdoor Recreation

Recreation is a secondary management objective on the Big Woods State Forest, and decisions made concerning recreation must be made in regard to the primary objective of timber management. Many recreational activities are compatible.  Each activity will be managed to minimize impact on the natural resources, meet recreational needs, and reduce visitor conflicts.  Support of the recreational program can be assured by:


· Maintaining a system of forested corridors to improve scenic and aesthetic qualities along state and county roads.


· Maintaining a system of forested buffer zones to protect and/or improve the scenic and aesthetic qualities surrounding ponds, wetlands, and certain forest roads or trails.


· Maintaining forested corridors (streamside management zones) along all perennial streams and wetlands to preserve a "wilderness" effect.


· Continuing the planning, development, and maintenance of hiking, horse, bicycle and nature trails within the forest.


· Maintaining the system of "closed" forest roads and trails for passive recreational pursuits (hiking, biking, horseback riding, leisure walks and "general" other outdoor use) except for limited open roads to allow public access to the interior of the forest.  Continue to exclude motorized vehicle use on gated roads as being in conflict with other uses.

· Creating some parking in specific areas to direct and allow the public to get vehicles off the roads in a safe place.

· Welcoming casual and scientific nature study and bird watching as can be accommodated within the variety of forest habitats developed under the control of the management plan.


· Accommodating hunting and fishing within those areas of the forest open for the activity.  


Biological Diversity

Biological diversity is the variety and variability of living organisms and the ecological complexes in which they occur. Management of the Big Woods State Forest is designed to develop a variety of forest types and age classes, and to protect unique areas.  Biological diversity on the forest will be assured by:


· Maintaining a variety of plant communities within successional stages of forest growth and forest types.  Encourage different mixtures of species.

· Maintaining a wide range of age classes within forest types, from regeneration to old growth.


· Maintaining spatial diversity.  Keep forest stands and vegetation types relatively small and well distributed throughout the forest.


· Favoring pine management on drier and less fertile upland sites.  Maintain shortleaf and longleaf pine as well as loblolly pine types.


· Favoring hardwood forest types on the moist and more fertile lower slopes, coves, and alluvial soils. Rotations should be at least one hundred years and longer on sites capable of maintaining the trees for long periods.


· Maintaining an approximate 80/20 balance between conifer and hardwood forest types.

Roads and Trails

· Roads - the current road system is mostly complete, but needs considerable reworking to be brought up to standards of the Virginia Department of Forestry Best Management Practices guidelines.

· Connect the New Road North and the New Road South around the west side of the out parcel (Lenoir Property) to enable access through the DOF property

· Trails - as needed, a small number of forest trails will be constructed for access into forest areas during the current management period.  Continue gating of forest trails.


· General - schedule forest roads and trail construction and/or improvement consistent with planned timber harvesting requirements. Continue annual and/or periodic maintenance of forest roads and trails with motor grader or mowing equipment.  Continue with the addition of gravel where needed for maintenance.


· Best Management Practices - continue to emphasize forest road and trail stabilization to minimize soil erosion during the management period (maintain road surfaces, shoulders and drainage facilities; establish and maintain permanent cover).


Natural Areas


Identify areas suitable for natural areas.  Maintain these areas in an undisturbed and undeveloped condition for observation and scientific use.  Install permanent vegetation plots to monitor natural change.  Develop partnerships to accomplish this. 

Threatened, Endangered and Special Concern Species


The potential need for protection of threatened, endangered and special concern species of plants and animals on the forest should not be overlooked.  Red Cockaded Woodpecker has the highest potential. Although there are currently no records of any ther T&E species, there are potential sites that have received very little attention from this standpoint.  Bogs, seeps, streams and historically undisturbed sites offer the highest chance of harboring rare species.  Develop partnerships to enhance the possibility of protecting certain species.

Red Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW)


The red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) has declined throughout the Southeast during the last several decades and was put on the endangered species list in 1970. This decline has been most apparent on private lands and is especially true in Virginia, where most mature longleaf and loblolly pine stands required by RCWs as nesting and foraging habitat, have been replaced by short rotation loblolly pine plantations. Additionally, as a result of fire suppression, most of the remaining mature pine stands have experienced hardwood encroachment, which renders the stands inaccessible to RCW’s as foraging habitat. The absence of fire also promotes tree canopy closure and a reduction of herbaceous groundcover in favor of woody shrubs, resulting in a reduction in the insect prey base of the RCW.


Only one site in Virginia, Piney Grove Preserve in Sussex County, is actively managed for RCW. Beginning with the Hancock Timber Resource Group in 1993, this property had the most northern population of breeding RCWs known.  Under their management, the RCW population more than doubled from 6 birds associated with 3 clusters in 1993 to 12 birds in 1998. This property was subsequently acquired by The Nature Conservancy (TNC). TNC has enhanced the RCW program and now has at least 20 birds living on the preserve. The success of the management efforts at Piney Grove demonstrates the extent to which encouraging private landowners to undertake proactive habitat management activities can significantly benefit the RCW in Virginia. Piney Grove preserve lies immediately adjacent to the Big Woods State Forest along the northern border.

RCW Safe Harbor


At present, landowners have little legal or economic incentive to improve RCW habitat, and may in fact, have a disincentive to do so. The use of a person’s land by RCWs brings with it an obligation to avoid harming the RCW (and its habitat) pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. This obligation, depending on the number of RCW groups involved and the landowner’s tract size and management objectives, can restrict a landowner’s land use alternatives.


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service established the “Safe Harbor” program to combat this problem. TNC administers the program in Virginia.  The primary objective of the safe harbor program is to encourage private landowners in Virginia to undertake voluntary enhancement activities that will benefit the RCW. Landowners in Virginia may be willing to take or allow actions on their property that would benefit the RCW, if the possibility of land use restrictions under the ESA can be reduced or eliminated. Landowners may voluntarily enter into a cooperative agreement with TNC whereby the landowner agrees to undertake proactive management activities designed to enhance RCW habitat. In return, the landowners are relieved from any additional liability under the ESA beyond their baseline responsibility. Baselines responsibilities are those which exist at the time the agreement is signed. By entering into this agreement, the landowners are given “safe harbor” from added liability. DOF should further investigate the pros and cons of the Safe Harbor Program to see if it fits with our management objectives.

Educational Opportunities

The management that will be implemented on the forest provides an exceptional opportunity to provide public education on the benefits of forest management.


· Develop a plan of action for utilizing Virginia Tax “Check-off Funds” in an efficient way to provide information on forest management.


· Develop a website based on State Forest management.


· Conduct tours of forest management areas.


Forest Research


· Monitor longleaf pine and shortleaf pine reforestation.


· Continue to establish and maintain designated studies of applied forest research.


· Develop a database of research conducted internally; and by external cooperators (colleges and universities).


· Develop guidelines for a systematic approach to regenerate and improve the growth of oak species.


Forest Protection

· Protection of Timber


· Maintain "high state" forest fire protection-prevention, detection and suppression activities.


· Minimize losses from insect and disease pests through improved reconnaissance and prompt salvage and/or sanitation or other controls.


· Protection of Natural Heritage and History


· Identify and protect (or enhance) rare and endangered species, unusual micro-sites, unique geological formations, native Indian sites, historical house spots, cemeteries, and any site of historical interest. 


· Maintain natural areas in undisturbed and undeveloped condition for observation and scientific use.


Wetlands


Management

· Consult with professionals in wetlands to development management objectives for wetland areas.


Table 15, Physical Resource Inventory - Land Distribution by Primary Use Class (General)


big woods  State Forest


		

		Total Land Area

		Acres

		Balance


(Acres)



		

		

		

		2,202.9



		I. 

		Wetland

		38.7

		2,164.2



		II. 

		Bottomland Hardwoods

		182.6

		1,981.6



		III. 

		Commercial Forest

		1,937.6

		44.0



		IV. 

		Open/ Other (Roads)

· State Road Right of Way


· Forest Road Corridor

		7.6

36.4

		0.0





Table 16, Land Record - (Total Land Area)


big woods  State Forest


		Year

		Grantor

		Grantee

		Acres



		2010

		The Nature Conservancy

		Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Forestry

		2,202.9





Table 17, Physical Resource Inventory - Land Distribution by Primary Use Class (Specific)


big woods State Forest


		I.

		Waterways

		Feet

		Miles



		

		A.

		Rivers

		

		



		

		

		

		

		--

		--



		

		B.

		DOF Perennial Streams

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Seacorrie Swamp

		11,470

		2.2



		

		

		2)

		Unnamed Perennial

		13,797

		2.6



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		C.

		DOF Intermittent Streams

		16,393

		3.1



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		D.

		DOF Ephemeral Streams

		7,762

		1.5



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		E.

		DGIF Perennial Streams

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Seacorrie Swamp

		9,024

		1.7



		

		

		2)

		Unnamed Perennial

		4,667

		0.9



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		F.

		DGIF Intermittent Streams

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Seacorrie Swamp

		6,028

		1.1



		

		

		2)

		Unnamed Intermittent

		15,815

		3.0



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		Total Waterways:

		84,956

		16.1



		

		

		

		

		

		



		II.

		Forest Roads and Trails

		Feet

		Miles



		

		A.

		DOF Gated Forest Roads

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Robin Path

		5,697

		1.1



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		B.

		DOF Forest Road

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Presson Path

		7,421

		1.4



		

		

		2)

		New Road (South)

		6,874

		1.3



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		C.

		DOF Forest Trails

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Airplane Path

		1,604

		0.3



		

		

		2)

		Annie Chapel Hill Path

		1,677

		0.3



		

		

		3)

		Aspine Grove Path

		1,547

		0.3



		

		

		4)

		Big Flat Iron Path

		2,411

		0.5



		

		

		5)

		Canyon Path

		2,537

		0.5



		

		

		6)

		Helicopter Path

		1,105

		0.2



		

		

		7)

		Jeep Path

		1,483

		0.3



		

		

		8)

		Knob Path (North and South)

		9,629

		1.8



		

		

		9)

		Unnamed

		9,180

		1.7



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		D.

		DOF & DGIF Shared Gated Forest Roads

		



		

		

		1)

		Robin Path

		356

		0.1



		

		

		2)

		Broadway

		4,829

		0.9



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		E.

		DOF & DGIF Shared Forest Roads

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Line Pine Road

		4,258

		0.8



		

		

		2)

		New Road (North)

		4,558

		0.9



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		F.

		DGIF Gated Forest Roads

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Ellis Path (East)

		2,431

		0.5



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		G.

		DGIF Forest Roads

		

		



		

		

		1)

		Ellis Path (West)

		11,713

		2.2



		

		

		2)

		Line Pine Road

		3,206

		0.6



		

		

		3)

		New Cut Road

		12,162

		2.3



		

		

		4)

		Old Lady Lane

		2,590

		0.5



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		H.

		DGIF Forest Trails

		

		



		

		

		1)

		5th Ave.

		909

		0.2



		

		

		2)

		By Pass Path

		3,213

		0.6



		

		

		3)

		Canal Path

		1,368

		0.3



		

		

		4)

		Faison Path

		7,029

		1.3



		

		

		5)

		Grave Yard Path

		2,449

		0.5



		

		

		6)

		Horse Path

		3,536

		0.7



		

		

		7)

		Well Top Path

		2,493

		0.5



		

		

		8)

		Unnamed

		5,756

		1.1



		

		

		

		

		

		



		Total Forest Roads and Trails:

		124,021

		23.5





Table 18, Boundary Lines Maintained


big woods  State Forest

		PRIVATE 

Boundary Line Classification

		Feet

		Miles



		1.   DOF State Forest Perimeter


  Painted

		59,401

		11.3



		Total State Forest Boundary:

		59,401

		11.3



		2.   DGIF Wildlife Mgmt. Area Perimeter


  Painted

		58,918

		11.2



		Total DGIF WMA Boundary:

		58,918

		11.2





Big Woods  State Forest Inventory


June 2009

The timber inventory for the Big Woods State Forest was part of a larger inventory covering property then owned entirely by the Nature Conservancy. It included property now in the Big Woods State Forest, in Big Woods Wildlife Management area and in Piney Grove Preserve. The inventory evaluated all commercial forest stands in terms of volume and value. This section covers the specifications and methods used.  The inventory was completed by H&H Forest Management Inc., SOVA Financial Center, 828 N. Mecklenburg Avenue, Post Office Box 370, South Hill, VA 23970, 434.955.2202. The data was shared with the Virginia Department of Forestry as part of the acquisition.


Mapping


All mapping was performed using Arcview 3.2 on 2008 USGS NAIP county mosaic


orthophotography. Existing stand data was incorporated from GIS layers provided by TNC and stand boundaries were corrected to match the 2008 imagery. The Big Woods property was


mapped using the data from Rice & Associates June 2009 boundary survey. Subdivisions of the Big Woods property was made along the interior road centerlines as depicted on an aerial sketch provided by the DOF. The divisions were made using GIS and the referenced aerial photography, without the benefit of the final subdivision survey.


Cruise Design


The inventory design utilized in this report consisted of varied sampling intensity on a tract by tract basis aimed at providing a minimum of 10% allowable error at 95% confidence interval on volume in pine stands at the tract level and 15% AE at 90% CI on volume in hardwood stands at the tract level for each of the 6 tracts being evaluated. An initial estimate of each tract’s average coefficient of variation for pine and hardwood stands was used to estimate the total number of plots that would be required to achieve the target statistics. This number of plots, along with an additional 10 – 15% more plots, were established on a 4:1 ratio grid across each tract using Arcview. As the statistical accuracy was achieved on each tract, the additional laid out plots were dropped and not tallied. In limited cases, additional plots were required and those were pseudo-randomly located in under-sampled portions of the stand(s). The total number of cruise plots actually sampled and included in the volume calculations are presented here along with each tract’s resulting statistics.

		Tract Name

		# Plots

		Resulting Volume Statistics (AE)



		

		Pine

		Hardwood

		Total

		Pine Stands

		Hardwood Stands



		DOF-Legacy

		50

		48

		98

		9.4%

		15.0%



		DOFRemainder

		75

		0

		75

		7.6%

		n/a



		DGIF-Recovery

		74

		10

		84

		7.1%

		44.4%



		DGIF-Remainder

		75

		54

		129

		9.9%

		15.3%



		Total

		125

		48

		173

		 

		 





Merchantability Specifications


Specifications for timber products in this inventory are as follows:


		Forest Product

		Pine

		Hardwood



		

		DBH

		Height

		DBH

		Height



		Sawtimber

		13.1” to 30”

		16’ logs by ½ log, 1 log min, 10” top

		14.0” to 40”

		16’ logs by ½ log. 12’  min, 12” top



		Low Grade/ Ties and Timbers

		Low grade pine is pulp

		Low grade poplar matches specs for hardwoods→

		14.0” to 40” 

		16’ logs by ½ log. 1 log min, 12” top



		Pulp

		4.6”  to 30”

		Total length, 20’ min- 4” top dib

		4.6”  to 30”

		Total length, 20’ min- 4” top dib



		CNS

		9.0” to 14.0”

		16’ logs by ½ log, 1.5 log min, 6” top

		N/A

		N/A



		DDM*

		<12”

		16’ logs by ½ log, 1.5 log min, 6” top

		N/A

		N/A



		Poles

		>10”

		Total length, 37’ min, 7” top

		N/A

		N/A





*DDM is a product option south of the James River in Virginia due to its demand from companies in Seaboard, North Carolina. It is sometimes referred to as “super pulp” or “micro sawtimber”. It is similar to CNS in that some small amount of dimensional lumber is sawn out of the log prior to it being chipped for pulp or fuel. But DDM uses a smaller tree and commands a lower price than CNS. When evaluating a stand, determine if the 8”– 13” pine class will be better merchandized as DDM wood or CNS and then the selected product is used during the cruise throughout the stand. Generally if the largest trees in the stand are 10” – 11” then DDM product should be the choice. If there is notable volume in the 12”-14” class then CNS should be selected.


Products Equation Reference


Pine, pulpwood, ddm, sawtimber, plylogs - A. Clark III and Saucier, J.R. 1990. Tables for 





Estimating Total-Tree Weights, Stem Weights, and 





Volumes of Planted and Natural Southern Pines in the 





Southeast, GA For. Res. Paper 79


Pine – chip-n-saw International
-
l ¼” converted to tons @ 6.25 tons / MBF Hardwood –





all A. Clark III et. al.1986. Total-Tree Weight, Stem 





Weight, and Volume Tables for Hardwood Species in 





the Southeast, GA For.Res. Paper 60

Pre-merchantable Valuations


Stands 14 years and younger were considered pre-merchantable and were not sampled as part of the inventory data collection.


Point Data Tally


Tally trees were determined using a 10 BAF prism  in thinned stands and 20 BAF prism  in unthinned stands. Sampling grids are oriented N-S, SW-NE or E-W depending on tract. For each inventory point the following was recorded: pine or hardwood, product, DBH, height, basal area, % defect, and notes. The note space is mainly for recording disease, insect, or hazards.
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If you have any other questions, please contact me.

Dennis Gaston
Virginia Department of Forestry
State Forest
11301 Pocahontas Trail
Providence Forge, VA 23140
(804) 966-2201 office
(804) 840-5493 cell
(804)966-9801 fax
Email:  dennis.gaston@dof.virginia.gov
Web: www.dof.virginia.gov

mailto:dennis.gaston@dof.virginia.gov
http://www.dof.virginia.gov/
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From: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT)
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT); Baxter, Amanda
Subject: Fw: US Route 460 Study - VDOT Comments Request
Date: Thursday, February 20, 2014 1:01:50 PM

From: Douglas Miles [mailto:DMiles@princegeorgecountyva.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2014 12:37 PM
To: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT) 
Cc: Jeff Stoke <JStoke@princegeorgecountyva.gov> 
Subject: US Route 460 Study - VDOT Comments Request 

Good Afternoon Angel Deem:

Please be advised that the 2012 Comprehensive Plan Update that was adopted on February 26,
2013
is our most current update and as you stated does contain the US Route 460 Corridor project in our
Plan.  We are required now to coordinate all of our Transportation Plan changes through the Crater
Planning District Commission in Petersburg with this being a VDOT mandated planning requirement.
We have no further plan changes scheduled or any additional comments on the US Route 460
Project.

Sincerely, 

Douglas C. Miles, CZA
Zoning Administrator and Planning Manager
Prince George County Community Development
Post Office Box 68 (US Mail) / 6602 Courts Drive
Prince George, Virginia 23875-0068
Planning Division (804) 722-8678
dmiles@princegeorgecountyva.gov
www.princegeorgecountyva.gov

“A global community where families thrive and businesses prosper”

This email and any attachments with it are privileged and confidential and are
intended solely for those individuals(s) to whom they are addressed. If you have
received this email in error or are not the addressee, please immediately delete it
and notify the sender.
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     DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING - BUILDING INSPECTIONS – ZONING 

April 17, 2014 

Route 460 Funding Corporation of Virginia 
7025 Harbour View Boulevard 
Suite 119 
Suffolk, VA 23435-2761 

RE:  VDOT Project 0460-969-007, P101,R201,C501 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please find our response to the agenda topics list delivered to my office April 9, 2014. 

1. Does your current/future land use plan incorporate Route 460?
Yes, the Southampton County Comprehensive Plan as adopted in March 2007 includes a line labeled as “Route 
460 (proposed)”.  The County is in the process of updating the Comprehensive Plan, and the updated Plan, with 
mapping underway by the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC), includes the same Route 
460 notation in the same location as was shown on the 2007 version of the Plan.  The mapping that is now in 
production will include the most recent location of the line as provided by VDOT, per Sara Kidd of HRPDC, who 
is preparing the maps.  That appears to be closest to Alternative 1. 

2. What will change in your future land use plan if a new Route 460 is not built?
Alternative 1 is in the approximate location of the noted proposed Route 460 on the current and proposed Plan 
maps.  The current (2007 version) Plan did not include any land use decisions based on the location of the 
proposed roadway, so the current Plan would not change except to remove the line from the map if Alternative 1 
is not built. 

If Alternative 2, 3, 4, 5 and “no build” are not built, no changes would take place on the current Plan map. 
The Plan in preparation now suggests changes to the Land Use Plan designation in the area between the 
current US 460 and Alternative 1 so as to encourage commercial and industrial uses between the two highways, 
and to discourage residential development.  If the “No Build” alternative is taken, changes to the proposed Plan 
maps now in production would most likely be suggested so as not to indicate commercial and industrial uses 
south of the current 460, since there would be no need to discourage residential development when the area 
would no longer be between two highways. 

3. What land use is reasonably foreseen for each of the alternatives?
Should Alternative 1, the one that has appeared on our Plan maps since at least 2007, be built, the proposed 
Plan map under preparation now includes a designation of “Employment Center” for much of the area between 
the current 460 and the proposed 460, as well as an alternative that maps the “Employment Center” designation 
for up to a mile south of the proposed 460 as well.  The proposed Employment Center designation, in the Plan 
text now in review by the Planning Commission, is defined as follows: 

“The Employment Center designation encompasses property adjoining or in near proximity to 
transportation corridors, including US 460, the planned US 460 Expressway, US 58, US 671, and rail 

FRANKLIN – SOUTHAMPTON  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

207 WEST SECOND AVENUE, FRANKLIN VIRGINIA 23851 
OFFICE: 757-562-8580 FAX: 757-562-0870 
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corridors.  This designation includes industrial and manufacturing uses, compatible office and 
commercial uses, and limited medium density residential uses in the outlying areas of the district.  The 
Employment Center areas are designed to attract public and private infrastructure investment.  General 
industrial and resource extraction operations are included in this designation.  Business park-type 
development, with light industrial, research and development, warehousing, and office uses in a 
campus-like setting is included, as well as commercial enterprises that support the industrial and office 
development and the surrounding area.   The need for municipal services is dependent on the type of 
development planned, and extension of those services may be borne by the developer.  This 
designation allows outdoor storage of materials as part of an industrial or resource extraction operation, 
but outdoor storage such as a vehicle salvage operation is not included.  Institutional uses are generally 
limited, except uses that directly serve the industrial and office uses in the district, such as fire stations, 
day care centers, and vocational schools.  Medium density residential uses may be appropriate near the 
boundaries of the Employment Center areas that abut similar development outside of the area.” 

The proposed Plan map also indicates the designation of the area around the proposed interchange near the 
intersection of Ivor Road and Boothe Road as being included in the Commercial land use designation to permit 
the development of the typical commercial enterprises found at interchanges.  It’s important to note that the 
proposed Plan maps are still in preparation and have had no review by the Planning Commission, the 
public, or the Board of Supervisors, so taking these designations as definitive is extremely premature. 

As far as the remaining alternatives, it may be expected that some sort of employment center and/or commercial 
designations may be considered between the current and any new 460, again so as not to encourage residential 
development between two highways.  It is not possible to speculate at this point. 

However, Alternative 5, increasing the current 460 to eight lanes could, depending on how much right-of-way 
exists now and how much additional right-of-way would be required, may have a large impact on the existing 
businesses along 460.  What land uses could be foreseen along an eight-lane 460 that would eliminate many of 
the existing businesses is unknowable at this point.  Would there be an interchange?  Where would it be 
located?  Should additional right-of-way be required, would it be taken evenly along both side of the existing 
460, or would it be impacted by the location of the railroad on one side?  Since I have not seen the eight-lane 
scenario prior to our meeting on April 9, I have no way to speculate as to the impacts or what land uses may be 
foreseen. 

4. Have you accepted proffers from developers based on your land use assumptions related to Route
460?  No

5. Have you changed zoning based on your land use assumptions related to Route 460?  No
6. Have you made any infrastructure improvements related to these areas?  No
7. Major development within the last 25 years in this area:

• Curtis Contracting, 20 acre asphalt plant, 33080 General Mahone Boulevard, Wakefield, 2012
• Pines of Ivor residential subdivision, Ashleigh Drive, 35 lots, 2005
• Ivor Medical Center/dental center physician office, 8575 Ivor Road, Ivor, 2009
• County trash collection site, 36249 General Mahone Boulevard (1 of 16 in the County)
• Crop Production Services, 12 acre seed/fertilizer facility, 34460 General Mahone Boulevard, Ivor,

2008 

Foresight of development patterns around a highway that may or may not be built and may be either south of an 
existing roadway, on top of an existing roadway, or in any of three locations north of an existing highway calls 
for such a high level of speculation as to make any prediction virtually useless, I believe.  Any information 
gathered in this exercise must be viewed with the understanding that making any assumptions based on the 

FRANKLIN – SOUTHAMPTON  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

207 WEST SECOND AVENUE, FRANKLIN VIRGINIA 23851 
OFFICE: 757-562-8580 FAX: 757-562-0870 



amount of information provided to me and the time I have been given to study it is merely a shot in the dark. 
More information and a more definitive location of the alternatives will of course permit me to render some 
speculative opinions that are more useful.   I request that I be permitted to provide more useful information after 
provision of more complete information on your part.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me 
at 757.562.1003. 

Sincerely, 

Beth Lewis, AICP 
Community Development Deputy Director 

FRANKLIN – SOUTHAMPTON  
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

207 WEST SECOND AVENUE, FRANKLIN VIRGINIA 23851 
OFFICE: 757-562-8580 FAX: 757-562-0870 
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From: Baxter, Amanda
To: christopher.collins@jacobs.com
Subject: FW: SEIS Comments
Date: Monday, June 09, 2014 10:32:00 AM
Attachments: SEIS Information Request_City Comments.pdf

From: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT) [mailto:Angel.Deem@VDOT.Virginia.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 8:20 AM
To: Baxter, Amanda; Christopher Collins
Subject: FW: SEIS Comments

From: Claire Jones [mailto:cljones@suffolkva.us] 
Sent: Friday, May 09, 2014 4:35 PM
To: Deem, Angel N. (VDOT)
Subject: SEIS Comments

Ms. Deem-

As requested, information related to land use around the proposed Route 460 alignments in the City
of Suffolk is attached for your review. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Claire Jones, AICP
Comprehensive Planning Manager
City of Suffolk - Division of Planning
441 Market St, Suite 130
Suffolk, VA 23434
Direct: 757.514.4063
Fax: 757.514.4099
Email: cljones@suffolkva.us
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1. Does your current / future land use plan incorporate Route 460? 


a. Route 460 in what location – shown as proposed in preferred alternative from previous EIS as 
potential future improvement. Language is included to allow adjustments for any option, including no 
build. 


2. What will change in your future land use plan if a new Route 460 is not built? No changes to the 
future land use plan are anticipated at this time based on the alignment of Route 460.   


3. What land use is reasonably foreseeable? Land uses in the area of the proposed improvements are In 
the Suburban Growth Area under the comprehensive plan, with residential, industrial and institutional 
uses under current zoning.  Beyond the growth area, land use is primarily agricultural. A limited access 
alignment might reduce land use potential because of the lack of interchanges in Suffolk. System to 
system improvements at the bypass need to be made due to capacity and safety issues. 


The issues of concern for upgrading the existing Rt. 460 would be: 
 


1. There is a large private school (NSA) located on this roadway.  As such there is an identified 
School Zone with a reduced speed limit. This would seem problematic with trying to upgrade 
this road to improve traffic flow as compared to the realignment. 


 
2. There are numerous residential structures along the existing alignment of Rt. 460.  Services such 


as US Mail deliver, curbside recycling collection, refuse collection and bulk collection where 
large trucks stop in the travel lane would seem to conflict with the mission of the upgrade to 
improve traffic flow. 


 
3. There are numerous traffic signals on this roadway which would seem to conflict with the goal 


of improving traffic flow. 
 
We strongly agree that adding a raised median or some type of barrier between the travel lanes as well 
as installing a standard width roadside shoulder along the existing Rt. 460 would greatly improve the 
safety of this roadway.  
 
The relocated option within the City of Suffolk would be the preferred route for traffic flow. 


 


4. Have you accepted proffers from developers based on your land use assumptions related to Route 
460? No 


5. Have you changed zoning based on your land use assumptions related to Route 460? No 


6. Have you made any infrastructure improvements related to these areas (i.e. water, sewer, etc)? 


The following is a summary of existing and proposed utilities along the Rt. 460 Corridor.  The existing 
utilities are shown on the City’s GIS Utility Layer. 
 
WATER 
 
Existing 
 







1. 16‐inch water transmission main extends along the southern shoulder of Rt. 460 from the Rt. 
58 By‐pass to the western return of the intersection of Providence Rd. and Rt. 460.  The main 
is constructed within the shoulder/ditch line.  There are fire hydrants various perpendicular 
pipe crossings across Rt. 460 to the east side. 


2. 12‐inch water main along the northern side of Rt. 460 from the motel (old Holiday Inn 2864 
Pruden Blvd.) to the  2878 Pruden Blvd (west side of gas/convenience store at VRCP). 12‐inch 
water main crossing of Rt. 460 at 2864 Pruden. 


3. 12‐inch crossing in casing pipe of Rt. 460 at Northfield Dr. (VRCP) from 16‐inch transmission 
main (item 1 above) 


4. 2‐inch service line crossing from 16‐inch to 3036 Pruden Blvd, west of VRCP 
5. 8‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from 3244 Pruden Blvd west to Robbs Dr. 
6. 8‐inch water main crossing in casing pipe of RT. 460 at the intersection of Robbs Dr. 
7. 4‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from 3464 Pruden  Blvd. to Kings Fork Rd. 
8. 6‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from Kings Fork Rd. west to 3740 Pruden 


Blvd. 
9. 12‐inch crossing of Rt. 460 in casing pipe from 16‐inch transmission main (item 1) to Lake 


Prince Dr. 
10. Western Tidewater Water Authority 24‐inch HDDP water main crossing of RT. 460 at Lake 


Prince Dr. to Providence Rd. 
 
Proposed 
 


1. Proposed 20 or 16‐inch (to be determined) water transmission main along the southern side 
of Rt. 460 generally within 20 foot easement outside of existing right of way from Providence 
Rd. to the Isle of Wight line.  There may be a couple of areas where the main will be installed 
within the existing right of way but only for a few hundred feet. 


 
 
Sanitary Sewer 
 
Existing 
 


1. 10‐inch gravity sewer along northern side of Rt. 460 from Rt. 58 by‐pass to 2878 Pruden Blvd. 
2. 8‐inch gravity sewer crossing of Rt. 460 from 10‐inch main (item 1)  to 2865 Pruden Blvd. 
3. 8‐inch gravity sewer crossing of Rt. 460 at the intersection of Robbs Dr. 
4. Hampton Roads Sanitation District 20‐inch interceptor main extends along northern side of Rt. 


460 within easements outside of right of way from 3620 Pruden Blvd. (just west of Kings Fork 
Rd.) to Isle of Wight County line. 


 
Proposed 
 


1. There are not planned City capital sewer projects along corridor at this time.  Future 
development of the Rt. 460 corridor will require either gravity sewer or force main crossings 
to allow connection to the existing HRSD interceptor main (item 4 under existing sewer) 


 


7. Please list major developments that have been approved within the last 25 years (past actions)?  
Virginia Regional Commerce Park 







1. Does your current / future land use plan incorporate Route 460?

a. Route 460 in what location – shown as proposed in preferred alternative from previous EIS as
potential future improvement. Language is included to allow adjustments for any option, including no 
build. 

2. What will change in your future land use plan if a new Route 460 is not built? No changes to the
future land use plan are anticipated at this time based on the alignment of Route 460.  

3. What land use is reasonably foreseeable? Land uses in the area of the proposed improvements are In
the Suburban Growth Area under the comprehensive plan, with residential, industrial and institutional 
uses under current zoning.  Beyond the growth area, land use is primarily agricultural. A limited access 
alignment might reduce land use potential because of the lack of interchanges in Suffolk. System to 
system improvements at the bypass need to be made due to capacity and safety issues. 

The issues of concern for upgrading the existing Rt. 460 would be: 

1. There is a large private school (NSA) located on this roadway.  As such there is an identified
School Zone with a reduced speed limit. This would seem problematic with trying to upgrade
this road to improve traffic flow as compared to the realignment.

2. There are numerous residential structures along the existing alignment of Rt. 460.  Services such
as US Mail deliver, curbside recycling collection, refuse collection and bulk collection where
large trucks stop in the travel lane would seem to conflict with the mission of the upgrade to
improve traffic flow.

3. There are numerous traffic signals on this roadway which would seem to conflict with the goal
of improving traffic flow.

We strongly agree that adding a raised median or some type of barrier between the travel lanes as well 
as installing a standard width roadside shoulder along the existing Rt. 460 would greatly improve the 
safety of this roadway.  

The relocated option within the City of Suffolk would be the preferred route for traffic flow. 

4. Have you accepted proffers from developers based on your land use assumptions related to Route
460? No 

5. Have you changed zoning based on your land use assumptions related to Route 460? No

6. Have you made any infrastructure improvements related to these areas (i.e. water, sewer, etc)?

The following is a summary of existing and proposed utilities along the Rt. 460 Corridor.  The existing 
utilities are shown on the City’s GIS Utility Layer. 

WATER 

Existing 



1. 16‐inch water transmission main extends along the southern shoulder of Rt. 460 from the Rt.
58 By‐pass to the western return of the intersection of Providence Rd. and Rt. 460.  The main
is constructed within the shoulder/ditch line.  There are fire hydrants various perpendicular
pipe crossings across Rt. 460 to the east side.

2. 12‐inch water main along the northern side of Rt. 460 from the motel (old Holiday Inn 2864
Pruden Blvd.) to the  2878 Pruden Blvd (west side of gas/convenience store at VRCP). 12‐inch
water main crossing of Rt. 460 at 2864 Pruden.

3. 12‐inch crossing in casing pipe of Rt. 460 at Northfield Dr. (VRCP) from 16‐inch transmission
main (item 1 above)

4. 2‐inch service line crossing from 16‐inch to 3036 Pruden Blvd, west of VRCP
5. 8‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from 3244 Pruden Blvd west to Robbs Dr.
6. 8‐inch water main crossing in casing pipe of RT. 460 at the intersection of Robbs Dr.
7. 4‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from 3464 Pruden  Blvd. to Kings Fork Rd.
8. 6‐inch water main along northern side of Rt. 460 from Kings Fork Rd. west to 3740 Pruden

Blvd.
9. 12‐inch crossing of Rt. 460 in casing pipe from 16‐inch transmission main (item 1) to Lake

Prince Dr.
10. Western Tidewater Water Authority 24‐inch HDDP water main crossing of RT. 460 at Lake

Prince Dr. to Providence Rd.

Proposed 

1. Proposed 20 or 16‐inch (to be determined) water transmission main along the southern side
of Rt. 460 generally within 20 foot easement outside of existing right of way from Providence
Rd. to the Isle of Wight line.  There may be a couple of areas where the main will be installed
within the existing right of way but only for a few hundred feet.

Sanitary Sewer 

Existing 

1. 10‐inch gravity sewer along northern side of Rt. 460 from Rt. 58 by‐pass to 2878 Pruden Blvd.
2. 8‐inch gravity sewer crossing of Rt. 460 from 10‐inch main (item 1)  to 2865 Pruden Blvd.
3. 8‐inch gravity sewer crossing of Rt. 460 at the intersection of Robbs Dr.
4. Hampton Roads Sanitation District 20‐inch interceptor main extends along northern side of Rt.

460 within easements outside of right of way from 3620 Pruden Blvd. (just west of Kings Fork
Rd.) to Isle of Wight County line.

Proposed 

1. There are not planned City capital sewer projects along corridor at this time.  Future
development of the Rt. 460 corridor will require either gravity sewer or force main crossings
to allow connection to the existing HRSD interceptor main (item 4 under existing sewer)

7. Please list major developments that have been approved within the last 25 years (past actions)?
Virginia Regional Commerce Park 
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A&F  Agricultural and Forestal Districts  
AADT   Annual Average Daily Traffic 
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials  
ABPP  American Battlefield Protection Program 
ACS  American Community Survey 
ADT  Average Daily Traffic 
AET  All Electronic Tolling 
APE  Area of Potential Effects 
APMT  APM Terminal  
AST  Aboveground Storage Tank  
BEA  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
BMP  Best management practice  
BOVA  Biota of Virginia  
CAA  Clean Air Act 
CAAA  Clean Air Act Amendments  
CBA  Candidate Build Alternative 
CCA  Clean Air Act  
C-CAP  Coastal Change Analysis Program  
CCB  Center for Conservation Biology  
CEDAR Comprehensive Environmental Data and Reporting 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  
CEQ  Council of Environmental Quality  
CEVOP Commonwealth of Virginia Emergency Operations Plan 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations  
CIAs  Community Impact Assessments 
CLOMR Conditional Letters of Map Revision 
CMA  Coastal Management Area 
CMF  crash modification factors  
CNE  Common noise environment 
CO  carbon monoxide  
Corps  United States Army Corps of Engineers  
CRLP  Constrained Long Range Plan  
CTB  Commonwealth Transportation Board  
CWA  Clean Water Act 
CZMP  Coastal Zone Management Program 
DCR  Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation  
DCR-DNH Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation-Natural Heritage Program  
DEIS  Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DGIF  Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries  
DMME  Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy 
DoD  Department of Defense  
DOF  Virginia Department of Forestry  
DOI  Department of the Interior 
DSD  Development Services Districts  
E2EM  Estuarine Intertidal Emergent  
EA  Environmental Assessment  
EDAS  Ecological Data Application System 
EFH  Essential fish habitat 
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EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EJ  Environmental Justice 
EO  Executive Order 
EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency  
ESC  Erosion & Sediment Control  
FAF  Freight Analysis Framework  
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency  
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement  
FGDC Federal Geographic Data Committee’s  
FHWA Federal Highway Administration  
FIRM  Flood Insurance Rate Map  
FPPA  Farmlands Protection Policy Act  
FY  Fiscal Year  
GIS  Geographic Information Systems  
GPO  United States Government Printing Office  
HAZMAT Hazardous material  
HCM  Highway Capacity Manual  
HHS   Department of Health and Human Services 
HND  Highways for National Defense  
HRBT  Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel  
HRPDC Hampton Roads Planning District Commission  
HRSD  Hampton Roads Sanitation District 
HRTPO Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization  
HSM  Highway Safety Manual  
HUC  Hydrological unit code  
I-295 Interstate 295 
IPaC  Information, Planning, and Conservation  
ISTEA  Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act  
Las  Load allocations  
lf  Linear feet  
LOMR  Letters of Map Revision 
LOS  Level of service  
LRTP  Long Range Transportation Plan  
LUST  Leaking Underground Storage Tank  
LWCF  Land and Water Conservation Funds  
mg/m3  Milligrams per cubic meter  
MHW  Mean high water  
MOVES Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator 
mph  Miles per hour  
MPO  Metropolitan planning organization  
MSAT  Mobile Source Air Toxics  
MSE  Mechanically stabilized earth 
MVMT  Million Vehicle Miles Traveled  
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards  
NAC  Noise Abatement Criteria 
NATA  National Air Toxics Assessment  
NC/VA BTCP  North Carolina/Virginia Boarder Traffic Control Plan  
NC  North Carolina 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act  
NHD  National Hydrography Database 
NHCRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
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NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act  
NHS  National Highway System  
NIT  Norfolk International Terminal 
NLEB  Northern long-eared bat 
NOAA  National Atmospheric and Atmospheric Administration  
NO2  Nitrogen dioxide  
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service  
NPDES  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System  
NPS  National Park Service 
NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
NRI  Nationwide Rivers Inventory  
NWI  National Wetland Inventory  
NWSRS National Wild and Scenic Rivers System  
O3  Ozone  
Pb  Lead  
PCBs  Polychlorinated biphenyls  
PCES  Project Cost Estimating System 
PDC  Planning District Commission 
PEM  Palustrine Emergent  
PFO  Palustrine Forested  
PM  Particulate matter  
PM2.5  Particulate matter with a diameter less than 2.5 micrometers  
PM10  Particulate matter with a diameter less than 10 micrometers  
PND  Ports for National Defense  
POA  Points of assessment 
POM  Polycyclic organic matter  
POSs  Points of assessment  
Ppb  Parts per billion  
Ppm  Parts per million  
PPTA  Public-Private Transportation Act  
RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  
RCW  Red-cockaded woodpecker 
RFDP  Request for Detailed Proposals  
ROD  Record of Decision  
ROW  Right-of-way 
Route 10 U.S. Route 10 
Route 460 U.S. Route 460 
Route 58 U.S. Route 58 
SDDCTEA Surface Deployment and Distribution Command Transportation Engineering Agency 
SEIS  Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement  
SF1  Summary File 1 
SFP  Solicitation for Proposals  
SIP  State implementation plan 
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Officer 
SO2  Sulfur dioxide  
STRAHNET Strategic Highway Network  
SWM  Stormwater Management  
SYIP  Six-Year Improvement Program  
T&E  Threatened and endangered species 
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TIP  Transportation Improvement Program  
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load  
TPO  Transportation Planning Organization  
TSM  Transportation System Management 
TWLTL Two-way left turn lane 
U.S.  United States of America 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers  
USDA  United States Department of Agriculture 
USDOT United States Department of Transportation  
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service  
USGS  United States Geological Survey  
USM  Unified Stream Methodology  
UST  Underground Storage Tank  
VA  Virginia 
VaFWIS Virginia Fish and Wildlife Information Service  
VATraffic Virginia Traffic Information Management System  
VAUs  Visual assessment units  
VBMP  Virginia Base Mapping Program  
V-CRIS Virginia Cultural Resources Information System 
VDACS Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services  
VDEM  Virginia Department of Emergency Management  
VDEQ  Virginia Department of Environmental Quality  
VDH  Virginia Department of Health  
VDHR  Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
VDOT  Virginia Department of Transportation  
VEGIS  Virginia Environmental Geographic Information Systems  
VEZ  Virginia Enterprise Zone 
VGIN  Virginia Geographic Information Network  
VMRC  Virginia Marine Resources Commission  
VMT  Vehicle Miles Traveled  
VPA  Virginia Port Authority  
VPDES  Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
VRP  Voluntary Remediation Program  
VTA  Virginia Transportation Act of 2000  
WLAs  Wasteload allocations  
WNS  White-nose syndrome 
WOUS  Waters of the United States  
WQS  Water quality standards  
µg/m3  Micrograms per cubic meter () 
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